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FOREWORD

Included-here are the prepared papers which laid the foundation for

a training Workshop on Evaluating State Title V Programs in the North-

east. The Workshop was sponsored by the Northeast Regional Center for

Rural Development as a part of its program conducted under Section 503

(b)(2), Title V of the Rural Development Act of 1972.

The Center was assisted in planning and conducting the Workshop by

an ad hoc Committee whose members were:

Edward O. Moe, Principal Sociologist and Coordinator, Rural

Development Programs, Cooperative State Research Service,

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Helen Y. Nelson, Professor of Community Service Education,

College of Human Ecology, Cornell.University

Howard C. Tankersley,,Program Leader - Rural Development,

Extension Title V Coordinator, Extension Service, U.S.

- Department of Agriculture

Joan S. Thomson, Assistant for Cooperative Relations, Cooner-

ative Extension Service and Title V Project Leader, The

Pennsylvania State University

The purposes of the Workshop were:

(1) To dlarify the immediate and the longer range purposes

of evaluating state' Title V pilot programs;

(2) To deirelop a conceptual framework for evaluating state

ifitle V pilot programs in the Northetst;

(3) To share evaluation plans among the states of the region

and to help each state further develop its plans;..

(4)= To explore alternative strategies for conducting-evalua-

tion;

(5) To identify follow -up activities and assistance needed

. by the states.in their evaluation work.

Workshop participants were persons designated by the Title V

Coordinator in each state in the Northeast ás having evaluation, admin-

istrative, or fieldzesponsibilities for the Title V pilot program.

Center staff members Lee M. Day, Leslie C. liyde, and Dorothy J.

Messenger shared in the details of preparing for and conducting the

Workshop. Jocelyn Loh typed the manuscript for the Proceedings.

Photographs axe-by Leslie C. Hyde.

-

Olaf F. Larson, Director
Northeast Regional Center

for Rural Development
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WHY EVALUATION OF THE-STATE TITLE V PILOT PROGRAMS:

AN OVERVIEW FROM DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES

Olaf F. Larson*

One answer to the question "Why evaluate the state Title V programs" 1

might'be that each state is.legally required to evaluate such programs un-

der the U.S. Department of Agriculture Regulations published in the Federal

keEillle.E (October 18, 1973) and in accord with the state Plan of Work pre-

pared as provided by a memorandum of understanding between each land-grant

institution of 1862 and the U.S.D.A.-and-approved-by the Assistant Secretary

of Agriculture. A more academic answer might be "Effective evaluation re-

search is required in order to compare the consequences of a program - the

actual goal achievement - with what was intended and to ,seek an explanation

for discrepancies between plan and performance". 2 Both answers are valid

but neither, I think, would completely satisfy the first purpose of this

workshop, namely, "to *clarify the immediate and the longer range purposes of

evaluating state Title V pilot programs". Before attempting a more complete

answer to the question, it may be usefUl to put the more current concerns

of'the Title V evaluation in context.

1. How .did we get Title V in the Rural Development Act of1972? Title

V came thro h the back door. An ad. hoc Committee appointed in November 1971

as a result of action taken by the Divisiomof Agriculture, National Associa-

tion of Sta e Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, succeeded in getting what

became Titl -V_introduced by Senator Carl Curtis of Nebraska after the key

rural development bill had been passed by the House. No research or- educa-

tional component had been included in any of the many rural development bills

which had been under consideration by Congress. The ad hoc Committee en-

countered skepticism in Congress as to the ability of the land-grant institu-

tions to do rural development work. A shifting coalition supported what be-

came Title V: These included spokesmen for'such\groups pis the private col-

Olaf F.--Larson-is Director, Northeast Regional Center for Rural Devel,

opment and.Professor of Rural-Sociology, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.

*The author wishes to acknowledge -the helpful comments on an earlier

draft of the-paper made by Lee M. Day, Director Designate, NERCRD, and by

Henry A. Wadsworth, Associate-Director, Cooperative Extension, Cornell

University.

1 The most
distinguishing.characteristic of evaluation-has-been stated

'as the measurement_of outcomes of a project -or program which takes plade-un-

der-aclmal operating conditions, -or under-conditions which reflect in reas-

onable degree the problems associated with-actual operating programs. Walter

Williams in Peter H. Rossi-and-Walter Williams, (eds.) -Evaluating Social

programs -(New York:, -Seminar Tress, 1972),-p. 4.

2 Olaf F; Larson, "Sociological Research Problems" in Larry-R. Whiting

(-ed.), Rural Develo ent: Research Priorities (Ames: IoWa State University

Press, 1973- p.
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leges and universities and the two-year colleges and technical schools.

The final draft of Title V did not prescribe .the involvement of some of the

interest group supporters in a way which would insure their access to funds

which might be appropriated. What,emerged from Congress was a pilot three-

year program with authorization of a modest amount offunds. The Rural De-

velopment Act of 1972 was 'signed, somewhat reluctantly, by President Nixon,

reluctantly because it went counter to the.administration's proposals for

rural development.

I think it is fair to say that: (1) Congress is waiting for evidence

that the land-grant institutions cpn do what their spokesmen have claimed,

(2) enthusiasm, for Title V in the parts-of the Executive Branch-crucial for

supporting budget requests has not been great, and -(3) some articulate parts

of the system of higher education in the United States, are disappointed

about the lack of role or the. minor role assigned them.

24 The funds appropriated for Title V have been far below the author-

ization levels., They- have been meager-in amount and late in coming. The

amount forlthe first year for the Northeastern states ranged from about

471000 for-each Of the two components:- extension and research --in RhOde

Island to $49,000 in Pennsylvania. -The first _year-aggregate for the 12

states was about $430,000 -(See p. 10). Although Title V i -now auth-

orized through June 30, 1976,(with a oneyear carryover provision for-funds

appropiiated),_ the-Executive Branch-will be making-basic decisions -which

bear On .continuation-or revision of the prograM long before that-date.

3. -With the-meager and'-late funds, the-Northeastern states have em-

barked-on programs-which are-diverse in approach, in-substantive areas in-

volved-, and-in_geographic areas covered. -A summary- statement-of-what is

being tried, based-on initial plans ofworkl_might

-Five states are taking a "grass roots" or "social process" approach;

that is, the specific
substantive-extension and- research program objectives

will be Worked-Out in cooperation with the-people within the geographic area

or areas selected for the pilot effort
(Delaware,_-Massachusetts, New Hamp-

shire, New-York, and Pennsylvania) -;

Two states will work in the land -use and-land-use control-area although

with-quite different program emphasis (New Jersey and-Rhode Island);

-Two states-will work on aspects of economic-development but with quite

different emphasis (Maryland and-Vermont); the Vermont-plan includes aspects

of human resource-development;

Two states (Connecticut and West Virginia-)\are working in the area-of

community services -1 personal health services in the case of Connecticut_ and

-rural fire Protection, rural public transportation and community emergency

medical services in the case of West-Virginia;

One state (Maine) is emphasizing the improvement of rural housing.

Geographic areas involved include a single community,- two or more com-

munities, a single county, two or more counties or a multi - county area, and

an entire state. (See Appendix C).
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With this context, let us return to the question "Why evaluate

'state Title V pilot programs?" I suggest thitt the answer, which bears

on evaluation strategies and on evaluation design, may be approached

from the perspective of the-several audiences who are the potential users

of the evaluation findings. Each of these aUdiences'has some specific

questions which they Wduld like to have answered. The questions may not

be.the same from audience to audience. The - relative importance which a

given audience .attaches to a specific question-may vary over time.--For

those Who must make-decisions about evaluation strategies and designs,

the several audiences may not carry equal weights or the weighting may

shift over time.

The Audiences

I have identified seven major audiences for/your consideration:

1. Congress including its sub-systems, e.g., the Senate Committee

on Agriculture and Forestry and.its Sub-committee on Rural Development,

the counterpart committee in the House) the Appropriationslcommitteess

committee-staff members', individual members of the Senate =and the- '

House and their staff, and, as an agent for Congress, the General Account-

ing-Office.

2. The Secretary of-Agriculture, (and his surrogates) -who is directed-

-andiaUthorized-to-do-certain things under -Title V and-also under Title VI-

of the -Rural Developiment_Act, His surrogates for Title, y will include-the

Assistant-Secretary for Conservation,_Research and Education;_ the-Coop-

erative State_Research-Service;
the.Extension Service-; and the-Planning

and-evaluation unit attached-to-the
Secretary's-office. -Surrogates for

the-Secretary for his Title VI coordination and goal-formulating respon-

sibilities include the Assistant Sedretary for Rural pevelopment and the-

Rural Development SerVice.

3. The,-Office of-the President;- ncluding the Office of Management

and BUdget.

4. The National Association of State-Universities and Land- Grant

-Colleges and its component sub7systems, e.g., the:Division-of Agriculture,

its:Council of Administrative Heads of Agriculture,_ and the Division's

Rural Development-Committee; the Extension_Service section, the Extension

Committee-on=Organization_and Policy and=the-Cooperative Extension Legis..!

lative Committee; the Experiment Station section, the Experiment Station

Committee on Organization=and Policy and its legislative sub -committeei

-and the Councils of Presidents.

5. College administrators and extension and research staff with

direct and immediate,responsibility for conducting the state Title V pro-

grams, together with the State Rural Development Advisory Council members.

6. A diverse set of "publics" and interest groups outside the land-

grant colleges of 1862 and the USDA. These range from the local to the

3 In response to a request trom Senator Hubert-Humphrey, the Council

for Agricultural Sciences-and Technology,_ headqUartered at Iowa State

University, has-established a Task-Force to, review-the area of rural

development. See News From Cast, vol. 1,11D. 4 (October, 1974).
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national levels. They may be Public or-private in nature, organized or

unorganized. They include the communities and agencies involved in some

'Nay with the Title V pilot programs. They include local government offi-

cials. Some in this audience category are critical of the leadership role

assigned the land-grant institutions of 1862.

F

7. Scholars and professionals concerned with rural development pol-

icies, programs, and strategies.

Some Questions From the Audiences

Now let us look at some examples of questions to which I can,imagine

these audiences might like an6wers,aeaving aside conventional fiscal

accounting.

1. Congress - There are at least four major questions to which I-assume

Congress- will want answers. They are:

A. Have the state Title V pilot programs been in compliance with the

law and been conducted'in accord with the intent of Congress?

For example, specifically:

(1) Has the content of the Extension and the Research programs

been consistent with, what the law says they shall be, or may

be (Section 502 a and b; thi=s assumes that no funds will be

appropriated for the small farm programs)?

(2)= To what extent have the
audiences-identified by the law been

actually- served (Section 501a and Section 502 a and b)?

(3) To what extent were Other private and publicly supported col-

leges and universities, including any College of 1890 in the

state, a School of Engineering, community colleges,, and area

technical institutes participants in th9 program? 4 Was the

program among these educational institutions co-ordinated?

(4) To what extent were the discipline resources of the'entire

campus_ -- beyond those typically in colleges of agriculture,

engineering, and home economics -- utilized?-5

(5) Did the State Rural Development
Advisory Councils have the

size and composition specified by law and perform the func-

tions expected (Section 504e)?

(6) Was the,program co-ordinated with the rural development pro-

*grams of Federal, State,,and local government (Section 505a)?

(7) What was learned in the extension and research programs about

techniques and organization structure which could be used in

4 See statement, Explanation of the Rural Development Act of 1972,

T. 15, made to dhe Senate on August 17, 1972 by Senator Herman E. Tal-

madge, Chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry in

presenting-the Conference report on H.R. 12931, 92nd Congress, 2nd Session.

5 Ibid, p. 16.
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an extended and expanded Title V program? 6

B. What were the results and impacts of the Title V program in rela-

tion to the two levels of-purposes or objectives specified in

title V?

(1) At the most general level, what did the program contribute to

achieVing the overall purpose of Title V, i.e., "to encourage

and foster a balanced national development that provides op-

portunities for increased numbers ofamericans to work and en-

joy a high quality of life dispersed throughout our nation"

(Section 501)?

(2a) More specifically, to what extent were those involved with

public services and investments in rural areas or who provide

or may provide employment in rural areas supplied with scien-

tific, technical, economic, organizational, environmental, and

management information and knowledge useful to them and to what

extent were they assisted and encouraged in the interpretation'

and application of this information to the_practical problems

__and needs in rural development as defined 1 (Sections 501a

and 502a)? What was the impact of the use of this information

in achieving rural development-goals?

(2b) To what extent was knowledge and informa ion developed through

research and investigation useful to tho e planning, carrying

out, managing, or investing in facilitie , ser- :-es, busines-

ses-, or other enterprises - public and p iNfate that may con -

tribute- to rural development as defined (Sections-'501b and

502b) ?- What was the impact of the use f the x-csearch results

in achieving rural development goals? If

V

-C.. To what extent have the funds-provided the Title -V programand the

-experience with-it-enhanced the capabilitleerof-colleges and uni,-

versities to-perform the public service roles:Of research, trans,-

fer-t,_and= practical-application of knowledge in-support of rural

devH1pment as- defined (Section 501c)? To what extent has this

iPaged the 1862 institutions andtheir 000perators to allocate

felturces to rural development?

D. A-"hidden" or getent question is: "Are the-assumptiona underlying

the Title-V program valid, i.e., that_ the institutions of-higher

6 Ibid, p. 16.

7 "Rural development " ,means the planning, financing,-and development

of facilities and services in_rural areas -that contribute to making these

areas desirable places in which to -live and make private and business in-

vestments; the planning, development, and expansion of business and industry

in rural-areas to provide increased:employment and income; the planning, de-

velopment, oonservation-and- use of landywater,_and other natural resources

of rural areas to maintain or enhance the quality-of the environment for

people and-business in rural areas; and processes and procedures that have

said objectives as their major purposes (Section 507a).

0 0 10



education, under the leadership of the land-grant colleges eof

1862, are capable of making an effeCtive contribution through

research and extension to the solution of practical problems

and needs of rural development?"

If the answer is affirmative, what is needed to further
--

enhance this capability?

-

notIf the assumptions-are-alid, what are the alternatiVes

for providing the scientific inquiry and the educations.]: effort

to back up rural development?

2. The Secretary of Agricultu re - As the responsible administrator for

Title V, the Secretary needs the types of information listed above, under

the first major. question for Congress, since it is -he who must answer

..
questions from Congress as 'to whether the program has been

conducted in

conformity with the 'law and the intent of Congress.

He also needs information about results and impacts to assist him in

making ?budget and policy recommendations to the Offi4e of the President and

to dongress about the program. To assist in making these recommendations

it would seem that the Secretary and his surrogates ithould have information

as to inputs into the pilot extension and research programs by the 1862

institutions, by cooperating institutions in higher education, bly Federal

agencies, by State agencies, by focal government, by .the local kommunity,-

and b_ y the private sector. He should have information\ to give */12, an aware-

ness and understanding of the processes initiated. He should have the most

reliable information possible on changes, direct and' secondary, positive and

negative, planned and unplanned, which can reasonably tie attributed to the

program. Considering the short time span allowed for the pilot_effort, it

msy be necessary to depend heavily on lead indicators of change and on

'evidence. of intermediate outputs.

To assist him in making policy recommendations, \I Would also expect

the Secretary to Weldome evidence on the \third and fourth raajOr questions

above identified for Congress. To these, he could well add a fifth queiction, (

i.e., what is the effectiveness of the Title V program' considering costs and

benefits. We would hope that benefits would not be limited to those to which

a dollar sign can be attached.

Finally, the Secretary necessarily has .an additional interest, I assum

in evaluation of the State Title V pilot-programs because of.the USDA pre-

scribed Regulations for their conduct. These regulations (Federal Register,

October 18', 1973) represent-the department 's interpretation, for purposes ,of

administrative implementationr of the law and of the intent of Congress.

Questions which a reading of the Regulations suggests should be answered by

evaluation efforts, in addition to or supplementing questions already iden-

tified, are as follows:

A. -What progress was -made toward achieving the extention- and- research

objectives- stated in the approved Plan of Work?

B. How integrated, bow complementary were the extension and research

-components of the state program?

0011
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,How effective were the extension and the research program techniques?

D. How effective was the organizational structure for planning-end

conducting the extension and research programs?

...

E. Did, the progragive priority to education and research assistance*

leading to increasing job.and- income opportunities, imprbiring quality

of life, improving essential community* services and facgitiee'rim----

proving housing and home improvements; and enhancing those social

processes necessary to achieve these goals?

F. Did the program concentrate on
limited geographic or problem areas

where .Title V efforts could be expected-to have high impact within

the three-year period authorized for the pilot effort? '

3. Office of the President -1 As a basis for decision-making on programs

and budgets to recommend to Cbngress and to support or opposi;it may be

assumed that the'Office of the)President would-have a special interest

in information On-results and-impacts-and-on program effectiveness.

4. The :National-Association-of-State
Universities-and-Land=GrantCoile es

Perspectives -as to questions to be.answerek_by eva/uation studies may

differ amongtheseveral key decision-making points within NASULGC.

However4 from among- the questions already listed- for other -audiences We

might expect-a special interest:in information on:*

A. Impacts -and results, including the_ achievement of-objectives-set

forth- in the-Plans of Work.

5

* The enhancement of the capabilitieS of the institutions of higher

educatibn to perform-public-service roles in support of rural-develop-

ment, and-,

C. The validity of the assumptions-concernigthe 1and-grant,institu-

tions of 1862 and other institutions of higher edncation which Were

made in instituting- the-Title V rural development pilot effort.

If the assumptions are found-unwarranted, then there should:be

Interest in knowing why this is so and what changes the-institutions

would-need to-make in organiition, staffing patterns-and practices'

incentive And reward systems, andAn other respects to Validate the'

assumptions.

'5%

0

5. Colle e Administrators and
nsibility for

V Programa-- Even though there were "no formal-or-legal

requirements for doing_so; the administrators, extension and research

staffs,_ and Advisory Council
members-responsible fok the state programs

would_ have a- vested interest in the -best information they- could obtain

from the monitoring and-evaluation of thepilot-programs. If I correctly

interpret-their perspectie, their interests Would include:

A. -Assessing progress toward stated program objectives;

B. -Absessing extension and research programtechniques, thevprogram
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A

8.

organizational structure and related factors as a means of under-,_

standing "why" desired changes occurred or did not occur. In other

words, they,wbuld be seeking information which could be fed back to

increase program performance in the specific situations in which the

pilot programs are being conducted;

C. To acquire knbwledge concerning,strategies, processes, techniques, or,

ganization; etc., which would be useful in extending the pilot pro-

gram to other areas.

6. Publics and Interest Groups Outside of the Land-Grant 'Colleges of 1862

and the USDA /- Information on impacts and results, and on program effec-

tiveness, including, and benefits.arid their cli" is assumed

to be a daimon concern, at least potentially, Of t =se publics and

groups.

Some, however', have special concerns. For example, the 1890 land-

grant institutions and other types of_publicly and privately supported'

colleges arid universities may, well be expected td desire evidence thathe

Title V program was conducted in compliance with the law, the intent of

C,1gress, and the USDA RegulationS with respect to their involveMent in

the pilot. programs.

Further, constituencies for some of the audiences for research and

extension assistance which were identified in they legislation will be look-

ing for evidence that,these audiences were ierved. Also, advocates of cer-

tain types,of review, approval and c)t-rdination procedures which were elim-

inated frsimi the final draft of the law or from the Original draftiof the

regulations will be-alert for evidence which will bear on the position.they

took. *%

7. Scholars and Professionals - Numerous scholars and professionals, most

of.whom.are not involved in the immediate Title V program operations, will

have an interest mot only in "descriPtive" evaluation but in "explanatory"

evaluation. Why or how did the program succeed in producing the effects

that it did?

This group is interested in cumulative, generalizable knoWledge which

lends itself to appllcation in other rural development and related situa-

tions.
as

in this group have an interest in using the evaluation re-

sults as an aid in policy analysis and in devising, alternative program

models..

In the Northeast what knowledge dangle aggregate from the, experiences

of th -2 states which will be useful foMenerating policyvfor impi.oving

__.grog =procedures, and for staff training? Sinde diverse approaches are

being used-among the 12 states-what might be learned from a comparat

analysis of the different approaches ?

Summary
.1

The extent to which the several audiences I have naMedhaVfe,

common or unique questions which evaluation might attempt to answer

0013..
0
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could be shown by a matrix, with columns for the audiences and- -rows

for the questions.

I am not suggesting that all o "the audiences and the illustrative

questions should be weighted equally forthe immediate purposes of

evaluating the State Title y programs and considering the constraints

posed by limitedresources to do the evaluation. Neither am propos-

4A- that every state should necessarily attempt to provide-answers to

tire set of question: posed; perhaps there is an opportunity for

k ,,,..;-diVision of labor and cooperative effort in conducting the evalu-

ation. The major purposes of the monitoring and evaluation might"be

condensed somewhat-as follows:

1. To determine the results and impacts of the Title V-pilot

extension and- research programs and their'effectiveness;

2. To determine the extent of compliance with the law, the in-

tent of Congress and the USDA Regulations in conducting the pilot

programs;

3. To-determine the extentto which Participation in the program

has enhanced-the-capabilities of institutions of higher learning to per-

fort public-service rolesjin support-of rural development;

4._ To-provide some test of the 'validity of the assumptions-con-

cerning the land- grant- institutions of 1862 -and other -colleges-aid-

universities_ which underly the establishment of the Title V pilot

effort; ,

5. -Through 11 21 3 and 4 to-provide a-more informed basis for

decisions by policy makers and the public -as to the continuation-and

expansion, modification) or-termination of-a Title V type program.

6. To improve prograM performance of the Title V pilot efforts

in specific situations;,ama

7. To increase generalizable knowledge about rural dOelopment

and about the application-of research and extension by institutions

of higher learning to achieve rural develdiament objectives in a

variety of situations.

r .

The diversity of audience_s and the range of theii information

needs and interests, combined with the constraints and the context

of-the-present pilot effort, damplicates the decisions which will

need to be made with respedt to evalitation efforts._ Some resolution

of the conceptual, strategy, design and-measurement problems of

evaluating the title V programs is what we he making a start

on working through together during the rest of this workshop.

0014
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Northeastern. States' Shares of Appropriations for Title V,

Rdral Development Act of 1972, Fiscal Year 1974

State State Total Extension

11111.
Research.

Connecticut $25;840 $12,920 $12,920

Deld,re .15,816 7,908

Maine 23,170 11,585 11,585

Maryland 35,446 17,723 17,723-

Massachusetts 29,742 14,871' 14,871

Kew Hampshire 18,596 9,298 9,298

New Jersey -29,79S- 14,898 14,898

Sew-York 81,074- 410,537
40037

Pennsylvania 98,19 49,096 49,096

Rhode Island 14;238 -7,119 7,119

Vermont 20,228 10,114 10,114

-West Virginia 3 53p 18-764 l8,765

Total for
, 12 states $429,668 .

$2144834

Source: CSRS 1088 -.)3, October 26, 1973.
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EVALUATION OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS:

TOWARD A PARADIGM TO GUIDE THE IMPIEMENTATIO# AND

EVALUATION OF RURAL-DEVELONENT PROGRAMS

J. Patrick Madden

I)

. 11

At least two central beliefs underly society's interest in rural

development. First is the distributive justice argument--that all peo-

ple, regardless of their place of residence, deserve equal opportunity

to develop to their full potential. The second belief is that an alter-

native. to the over-crowded
megalopolis can and must be found. An orderly,

rationa.1..,..and.rapid development
of rural areas,fs viewed- as a feasible

alternative. The 1970 Ce sus data have revealed a startling new trend

in_manY rural areas: the population is increasing father than decreasing.

mutt can be done to ens that the new population growth leads not to a .

deterioration in quality f life in rural communities but, rather, to an

enhancement in the social A economic conditions in rural areas?

ThOse of us who are rural development researchers share the belief

that we as scientists have.something useful to offer inAhis significant

problem .area. We are challenged by the need for resyarchto (1) identify

and understand the social, political, technological said economic bar-

riers to rural development, and (2) provide better predictive knowledge

(either cause-and-effector_
probabilistic). that will facilitate the dis-

\
J. Patrick Madden is Pmfessor of Agricultural Economics, The

'Pennsylvania State University, University Park.

* A revision of the paper presented at the Workshop.

1 Research-is needed to provide technologies that willenable -small

towns, to- continue -to t-continue-to exist-'-and provide adecent place for people to live.

-Recent legislation
requires-sewerage systems in -many villages in- Pennayl-

vinia, for example. This is tantamount to expropriation for many home-

owners-since the sewerage-assessment is in many eases-nearly equal to the

value of-the property. This is_ a -particularly -difficult problem-for the

poor and the elderly on limited incomes. Perhaps research could-come-up

with miniaturized sewerage
systems- that-would be both environmentally

satisfactory and economical..

Research is also needed for the development of- new technology to be -

used -by small to moderbte size rural firms, including farms. The idea

here is to develop "intermediate " technology -(- Schumacher, 1973) that

will enable the type of firm usually foUnd- in rural areas to- compete

with large firms who have-had the benefit of many rears of private and

publically sponsored research.

a 00-16
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'covert' and impleMentation of more feasible and efficient ways to over-

come these barriers to rural development.

Several treatises have set forth their own versions of the agenda

for rural development research. -What 'seems to be needed is a frame-

work Within which One could estimate (1) the probability that a given

piece of research will succeed in making a significant social contri-

,butiOn, and (2) the expected social value of this contribution, in

view of the uncertainties involved.

Also needed is a general pulling together and synthesis of the-

relevant theoretical and,Ompirical contributions currently available.

The 'review article by Jansma et al.-is a significant contribution in

the domain of economics. Likewise, the paper by Wilkinson (1974)

pulls together and interprets a massive. array of literature -from soci-

ology, social psychology, and other social sciences, including an -ex-

tensive discussion of the problems and prospects of measuring social

well-being changes associated with rural development intervention pro-

grams. Sismondo has produced excellent interdisciplinary research, both

frOm the theoretical and empirical points orview (1973a, 1973b).

Warren has written a very significant theoretical treatise relevant to

rural development, "Alternative Community Paradigme (1974).

An impressive literature is now available; but much More effort is

needed in improving both the predictive ability of our theories, and

our ability to apply our knowledge effectively in cooperation with prac-

tioners--those in- charge of making policy decisions and carrying out

rural developmentprograme.
t

i

'How can me maximize our
professional'contribution.to this cause?.

What can we do to enhance the probability that, at the end of 3 or 5.

or 25 years of research and
experimentation, we will know more than

we. now know about the-essential ingredients of a successful rural devel-

opment effort? Given that the current efforts under Title V of the

Rural Development Act of 1972 are, in effect, eLpilot study, how can we

ibe sure the results will add up to a cumulative body of knowledge, a-

more mature paradigia of rural development than we now possess?

I

The central thesis of this essay is that" if we are to be optimally

productive, we must be fully cognizant of the vast body of empirical

and theoretical work already done, and we. must synthesize these theories

1 and data into a unifying paradigm that will both direct our research and

Ifacilitate our rapport with rural development practitioners. Research

i on the evaluation of rural development efforts can be considered as hav-

ing three purposes:

(1) Accountability: providing data to indicate whether the rural

development efforts are consistent with the enabling legisla-

tion, the Rural Development Act of 1972.

(2) Helping,practitioners:
providing data and predictive knowledge

that will enable those in charge of the rural development ef-

forts to do their jobs more effectively. This `requires a con-

tinuing rapport between researchers and practitioners, including

repeated attempts to apply existing scientific knowledge and to
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identify research problems that ere relevant to the decisions

to be made by the rural development practitioners.

(3) Scientific growth:
improvement of the quality of the theories,

data, and methodologies available to researchers; that is,

taking steps toward further perfection of our paradigm of

rural development.

The primary focus of this essay is on the second and third of these

purposes.

The Essential Role of a Research Paradigm

In this context, I use the word "paradigm" as Thomas Minn (1970)

has used it in his important, treatise, The Structure of Scientific Rev-

olutions. If we view ourselves as a scientificitemmunity focused on

rural- evelopment, then\the relevant paradigm-is taken to-be that con-

stellation of beliefs, values,,techniques,_and models that underly and

lend-a sense-of-cohesion and a-motive force to-our collective and indi-/

vidUal efforts in this\damain_of our professional lives. A scientific

paradigm seems to-he conceived first as a set of commonly_ held-beliefs,

values, and-concerns such -as a-perceived social or economic problem.

In its embryo stage) a multiplicity of-MutUally competing-theories vie

for the place of prominenck`n the paradigm. The fully developed new-

born paradigm is embraced -by all,_ or vittually-alloof the scientific

community to which it pertains-. Its -fuither development:is constituted

in-verification through the-Process KUhn calls "normal- science "-which-

includes a "mopping up" of
the-untidy-aspects of the paradigm. lioat of

what we'call research falls in the Category of normal science.

Contrasted with this variety of endeavor is 'firevolUtienary science,"

in which new paradigms are proposed. Whereas-normal research seeks to

articulate and illustrate- the phenomena and theories, embodied-in-the

already accepted paradigm, revolutionary science seeks_ to modify-theory,

and -to replace the-old-with a new -- and better -one. In revolutionary science,'

the-new paradigm-transcends-and
replaces the old, AsKeynesi theory_re

placed classical economic theory, and in turn ivbeing replaced-by-Nee-

-Keynesian income theory. The quest for-a revolutionary new-paradigm is,

according to-Kuhn, set inie-motion- by -a,crisis_spawned in the realization

that the existing paradigm fails to explain a significant number of-obser-

vations in -the` real world. Themew paradigth replaces the-old when it can

solve the problem-leading to the crisis, thus providing_a theory-based

place-tor the preyiously unexplained-phenomena.

In the-context of
rurafdevelopMent, an example-of a (rather vague

and implicit) paradigm is the-ambitious claims
Sargent Shriver made on be-

,half of the-Community_ Action Program. Local CAP agencies-all over the

country were heralded -as -the salvation of the poor, the ultimate weapon

-against poverty, lack of 'Servicem, and general lack of opportunities for

impreved quality of life.

Aft r several years of mixed successes and failures, several lesson

emerged, seemed to emerge, from the experience. For one thing, it
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became clear to several observers that the local community could be

made to feel worse off, rather than better, if their expectations

were raised unrealistically by wild-eyed promises by innocent, en-

thusiastic CAP personnel. Other lessons. were learned as well, many

applicable to rural areas. But as far as I have been able to discern,

the multiplicity of experiences and lessons were not really additive;

they hive not been woven into an explicit unified paradigm of rural

development within.which future generations of researchers and policy-

makers and agency personnel could, more or less accurately, predict

the outcome of various rural development, stratagems. What was needed

then, and what is' needed now, is a theoretical basis upon which to

build our collective knbwledge about the "if-then's" of rural develop-

ment, asystematic and explicit framework within which we can test and

improve upon our ideas of the causal relations and probabilistic- state-

ments that constitute our rather rudimentary theories of rural develop-

ment.

The concepts underlying the Title V activity could be viewed as a

proposed new paradigm, in very rudimentary form. What we are now test-

ing is the proposition that local rural development agents, in close

cooperation with researchers and extension personnel at colleges and

universities, can do a- better job of causing rural development to hap-

pen- than the CAP agencies were able to do. Some day in the future,

hopefully, there will emerge a mature and fully developed paradigm,

containing the advantages from both the CAP and the Title V approaches,

as well as from all other experiences .containing significant lessons.

This body of theory and knowledge would serve, even better than any pre-

vious efforts, tounderstand the causal relations underlying the process

of rural development.

It has-been-said that progress is- constituted in making all the

errors as rapidly-as possible.
Bacon-ialuoted as having said, -"Truth

emerges morel readily from error than from confusion" (1970, p. 18).

But-our errors will not teach usnything unless we-haVe some logicall_

systematic, theoretical basis within-which to assimilate-and interpret

the- errors in the context of the successes and-other relevant data.

=Kuhn says ", . .a paradigm is pre-requisite to-perception itself. What

aman-sees depends upbn what he looks at and also upon _what his-previous

visual-conceptual experience has-taught him to see. In the absence of

-such-training there can only be, in William James'-phrase, 'a bloomin'

buzzint confusion" (Kuhn, 1970,_p. 113).

Is it really necessary to deal -withtheories and; more-brloadly,

with paradigms to do research on rural development? No, it isAnot essen-

tial,_ if we-axe content to wallow in confusion Ibr the next-sevpral_years.

It is not essential if we are willing to -come _WO with -a-cumulative zero

addition to man ability to make systematic predictive statement regard-

ing what will and-will not work in-hiacontinuing-effort to- improve mean-

ingfully the quality of life, income, employment and general level of

opportunities in rural areas. -Clearlyl-no researcher-wants to-be faced

with-the prospect of-making
anaccounting_for his stewardship with-nothing

to show tbr the-time, effort and-dollars that have been_ -devoted to the-

cause. We all want to-be as useful -as possible-in our individual and

collective endeavors. How, then, shall we proceed? I-do not pretend-to \

have-all the answers-. Hopefully this essay-will focus-our attention more

0019
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clearly on the questions, and propote some ideas that will prOve fruit-

ful in-this conference, as each of us tries to come to grips with dif-

ficult problems of designing our research strategies in the most

productive possible way.

What Ought- to be Measured?

What kinds of things should be measured in assessing the impact of

a rural development program? How should the results of this assessment

be used? What kinds of analysis are needed to provide the most useful

perspective for interpreting the impact estimates?

1How to Shaw a Program Has Been Successful

Elinson (1972) has, tongue in cheek, provided a list of things not

to ds(if an objective measurement of program impact is desired. The

following is a paraphrased version of his list. When one wishes to show

that a program has been "successful," the evaluation should include the

following:

1. A control group should not-be used, or if it is included in the

survey_, the data-from the control group-should be-ignored in

doing_ the analysis.

2. If a control-group is used, it should be selected-purposively,

, or- matched retrospectively -so that the data will loolras favor.i.

Able-as passible to the,program,

3. -Effort- (input) variables should-be used-as-criteria of-success,

rather than -- effect (impact) variables. Dollar volume of-Pro-'

gram budget, number of -persons-cobtacted,_ tonnage :of educational

material distributed,_ and-other-sUch effort variables -are frees

-quently used in lieu-of any direct_measure of the impact-of the

program.

4. The eValUation-should-be-done
preferably-by those in charge of

the program; or-at least by persons
directly-Answerable to_ those

in-charge. In this way, the evaluation can be steered-away from

detectiOn of-any dimensions of well-being -that are being adversely

influenced-by the program; also, the analyti41 and survey-tech-

niques-can be-better-controlled-in the-desired direction.

5. The results should not-be subjected-to per review nor should

they be-published-in the scientific literature. Rather l-a con!.

fidentia1\7port-should be issued for limited- distribution.

The Domain of Evaluation-Research

Considerable-diagreement is-found in -the literature regarding the

appropriate -and legitate-domain-of_program_evaluation.: On onehand,

Guttentag 11973) argues strongly that-program-evaluation shoUld=be keyed '

rather Closely to assessment-of the effects-of -interest
to program admin-

istratort. Her-contention it that much=program-evaluation research in the
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past has focused on testing of hypotheses interesting only to the

evaluator, and of little or no interest to the program administrator.

She argues that the testing of null hypotheses should not be done in

program evaluation; rather, tests of significance should focus on com-

parison of relevant alternative hypotheses posed by the program people.

She proposes that the data gathering and analysis processes 'should be

intimately. tied in with the value judgments, preferences, and expec-

tations of program decision-makers. She contends the decision as to

the type of measurement to be undertaken should be based on two ques-

tions: what is at stake in the program decision, and.what are the odds

of the various alternative contingencies actually occurring.

Clearly this rather tightly circumscribed kind of evaluation effort

is desired by some program officials. One would hope, however, that this

approach would -be accompanied by a broader kind of inquiry, not limited

to the hypotheses interesting to the program personnel. In contrast :to

Guttentag, and in the interest of science and society, researchers should

be encouraged to ask a broader range of questions,/ some of which would be

characterized by program administrators as irrelviant, or perhaps irrev-

erent.

Arrow's conceptualization of social issues- (1963 and 1967) seems

highly- dependent upon the implications of alternative choices, in the

broadest possible sense. Arrow views each policY alternatiVe as a vec-

.tor, conrposed of many different ditientions. Researchers should be en-

couraged to probe many dimensions of vell=being.. Some program adminis-

, trators would restrict our range of inquiry to those dimensions likely

to exhibit a beneficial effect from their/program; they would feel -more

corafOrtable if we would ignore thespin-Off or side effect dimensions

of well-being also influenced by. the program, either in the short run or

the long run.

In setting out- to 'evaluate e rural development progrm, ancillary

analysis is usually needed to provide a realistic perspective. A program

evaluation ideally includes four stages: (1 ) context, (2) input, (3) pro-

cess and (14 ) output:" end-product or impact estimation.

"Context evaluation" would be used when a project is first being

planned (Itufflebearn, 1968). Its major objective is todefine the envir-

onment where change is to occur, the current trends, the environment's

unmet needs, problems underlying those needs, and opportunities for

change. This information leads to the establishment of program 'goals

and objectives,

"Input evaluation" would identify and assess resources and appropri-

ate strategies to meet-eet these goals and objectives; it *Dui& also consider

alternative program de-Signs.

"Process evaluation" is designed to reveal essential- features -of

program implementation which contribute to the success or failure of the

program. Process. analysis is intended to identify or predict defects in

procedural design or its 'implementation by monitoring potential barriers

during program implementation. Process analysis must, according to Sam

Leadley (1974-), be' performed during the program's iiplementation. The

data\to be collected depends on the program involved and the researcher's
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selection of a social science model of change processes. "For example,

the sociological model for institutionalization of services alerts the

researcher to data dealing with-legitimation, cooptation, and the appli-

cation of social control mechanisms."

Key process variables that-could be monitored are (1) the develop-

ment of communication patterns, e.g.; how information is transmitted and

received between clients and program staff; (2) the emergence of mutual

agreements regarding program intent and mechanisms for social control,

e.g., rulesoguidelines, policies; (3) the development of logigtical

and interaction patterns leading to-program legitimation. Process eval-

uation is initiated after a designed course of action-has been approved

and implementation has-begun.- Analysis of process examines the path

followed from the initial planning stages to program conclusion. Further,

when attention is focused on proCess as an entity, side-effect dimensions

are an integral part of the overall evaluation, since observing the in-

teraction of the new with the old is a primary objective.

Standing by itself, process analygis is not intended to evaluate the

success or failure-of-a-program. Output or impact estimation is needed

for ttmt purpose. By examining the procedures followed, process analysis

can-provide-evidence as to Ilk: the program may -have succeeded==or failed.

This- information -is egsential for improvingprograM design:and-procedure)

i.e., for effecting process control. Thus, process analysis, along With

context -and input-analysis, should ordinarily accompany _the analysis-of

program output-or impact.

m/mPact=estimation" is the most obvious type-of analysis,- the-type

most people seem to think of when-program_ evaluation is-mentioned. De.!

spite its-pre-eminence, however, iMpact-estimation-is-no more important

to a thorough proKram evaluation than_any of the other three types: of

analysit.

Multiple regression-is often used in the-estimation of the-imPant of

the -program, -while
statistically-holding_other variables constant. Re-

gardless of the sophistication of the statistical-methods used, however,

unless the-relevant data are collected in a lid manner, the results

mill be useless. The question of relevanc(Igijs on
-und6r--

lying,the_study. Unless a set of data has theoretical basis -in the

:overall-evaluation model,- chances are the data isn't worth-collecting.

The-paradigm should dictate-the:data to be collected, and it should-be the

-basis for interpreting the findings.

Validity of the Data
4

Campbell andAtanley (1967) list ran extensive array-of problems en-

-countered=in retaining validity in measurement devices. One of the prob-

t
lems they cite is that of the reactive effects of experimental arrangements,

"which would- preclude-generalization
about_the effect of Ole experimental

variable upon-persons-being exposed-to it in nonexperimental-settings.-"

This is an- example of the problem of-external validity, or representative-

ness-of the results to a broader population-beyond the-scope of the sample.

-For example,_-when one county or location is selected- fora. rural develop-

ment effort, how confidently can we-apply the lessong learned to other

locations in the -same state or in other states ? pcternal validity is
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contrasted with internal validity, which has to do with the interpreta-

tion of the effects found with reference only to the sample.

In addition to the selection or development of appApriate instru-

ments to collect data, it is imperative that the survey or other data

collection process be designed properly, so that external validity may

be achieved. One of the most comprehensive treatments of this subject

is given by Campbell and Stanley (1967). Webb, et al. (1966) presents

a very useful list of potential problems
and pitfalls in doing survey

research. Hardin (1971) discusses a wide variety of approaches to de-

velopment of control groups. Some rather novel and interesting approaches

are suggested. Elinson (1972) has pregented a brief and rather critical

review of the scientific and statistical standards used in studies to

determine effectiveness of social action programs in health and welfare.

He claims very few (he counts only 10) studies over the past ten years

have met his rather stringent criteria for rigor.

Webb and others (1966) discuss several factors that have been known

to reduce the internal validity of the measurement operation. For exam-

ple, they list the "guinea pig effect " -; this is due to the awareness of

being tested. Another problem is what they call "role selection," the

fact that sane respondents tend- to assume a specialized role from among

the many "true" selves they may be capable of exhibiting to the inter-

viewer. Still another problem is the fact that the measurement itself

can sometimes be a change agent,-tending to cause the respondent to change

his behavior, thereby reducing the validity of subsequent observations.

A persistent problem in obtaining attitudinal data is one of response

sets. Pignone and Scanlan (1973), for example, found a serious problem

of acquiescent response set among elderly respondents. That is, theper-

son tends to respond favorably to both a-proposition and. its converse.

Measurement of Happiness or Satisfaction Versus Objective Variables

Miller(1970) hasicompiled an impressiVe array of-Survey instruments

that may be used to measure various aspects-of-well-being. -The question

addressed-here-is not how to measure-happiness-,or
life-satisfaction, but

whether such measures are appropriate for the evaluation Of rural devel-

opment-programs-.

-Some societies,
particularly-Western-societies-1 have been character-_.

'ized-as being_on a "Hedonistic TreadMill." That is, as individUals find-

themselves better off
in-periodtWothan_they were in period one, their

aspiration for further improvement-in-period
three-tendstomake them dis-

satisfied with the-improvement already-experienced. This-syndrdne-has-

serious-implications-with regard to-the selection of instruments for meas-

urement for program impact.

For example, Easterlin (1973) found a _positive relation between "hap-

piness-" -and income, in-each of 30-nationai
population-surveys he examined.

Eleven of these surveys were done in the United States;- the-other 19 were

done in other countries, including three dommunist national and eleven

countries in -Asia, Africa, and Latin America. This relationship held-up

only within countries, -and not between-countries.
When you compare rich
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and poor countries, or higher and lower income situations in a given

country at two different times, the happiness differences one might

expect On the basis of differences in income do not appear.

Easterlin offers an explanation for this paradox. He suggests the

answer lies in the way people form their value judgments regarding their

criteria for happiness. "The satisfaction one gets from his material

situation depends not on the absolute ambunt of goods he has, but on how-

this amount compares with what he thinks he needs." Even within the

United States, he points out, the great majority of Americans have a level

of living that would have been considered wealthy two centuries ago. None-

theless, the typical American today does not consider 'himself wealthy by

contemporary- standards. Economic growth and rising incomes are accompanied

by an upwardIshift in perceived needs,_ which tends to offset the
positive.

effect an increase in income would have otherwiset. This syndrome is called

the "Hedonistic'Treadmill."

Strumpel (1973) comes to the same conclusion, while drawing a fine

distinction between economic theory and psychological adaptation level

theory. The latter theory ausumes,that-man-has-an,almoSt-unlimited caper

city to adjust to reality,- -his yardsticks for judging hissituation. "As

the-environmenthecomesmbre pleasurable, subjeCtivestandardsfor_gauging

pleasurablenesSwill rise."-

-This-conceptlas staggering implications for the measurement-ofsatis-

factionassociated_with-programs. 'Suppose, for=example, there are-two

groups-of-persons,-essentially equal in-characteristid6 except that-one

group is about to-enter into-a new intervention program_ =bringing them-a

far higher level of,consumpticimof-some specific goods or services. -_(This

could -be; for example, the-Congregate Meals -Prograth lor the-Elderly.)- Iet

us consider three points in-time. At tdme-one, just prior to the-initiation

-of the program, both-groups:are observed in-a sample survey. Attime -two,

the-same individuals are re- interviewed using essentially the sathe survey

instruments, and it is ascertained that in thiS very short time period the

participants have become significantlyAlappier-than they were-in the ilrst

survey. The obvious conclusion is that the program induced this increase

in- happiness. (Let-us leave aside for themoment.the way happiness would-

be measured.)

NowsuppOse the Hedonistic Treadmill comes-into play, andithe -program-

participants begin to aspire to-even higher-levels of theseissme-or,perhaps

different goods-and services than the ones provided by the/program. Con-

Ceivably4 if these=new and additional goodS and-services-are not forthcoming

ss-desired, the-participant-group eould-sink to their-previous level of

happiness, so that in the-long run -both the participantsiand the-non-

participants-are-equal in_thiaregard.. _In-thehrOad.his orical and-cultural

perspective, this seems_like a distinct-possibility, /

This=being the case-, it seems imperative that programs be evaluated

not solely on-the basis of perceived=changes in -satiefaction_or_happiness

(however measured)- but priMarily on the basis of changes in objective con-

ditions--e.g., availability-of services within 30-,minutes,_ sanitary water

supply, increased employment,_ higher Incomes -,- more equal distribution of

income or wealth, etc. In other words, the goal's of the rural development
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programs should be stated in terms of objective measurable outcomes,

which are explicitly recognized to be related to happinesor s4isfac-

tion in one way or another. A program which is effective in improving

one or more of these conditions would not necessarily be judged "unsuc-

cessful," just because the clients remain (or become increasingly) un-

happy or' dissatisfied. Dick Hoke has put it rather well: "An under-

nourished person who enters the program constantly hungry And.then

regularly receives -three meals a day is not being poorly served merely be-

cause he remains dissatisfied due to a-continued craving for cheesecake

and chocolate eclairs.4..it is possible in mostivalue contexts to distin-

guish-between a perceived good and a real good, with the lattsr being (in

principle) objectively determined by the judgment of the proverbial scien-
.

tific'investigator..,"' He goes on to say that the-happiness of the client

population should not be ignored,, but that this should not -be the primary

basis of assessing the impact Of a program (Hoke, 1974).

Obviously, we as researchers thould not ignore the subjective,meas-

urea ( values,} attitudess'contentment, etc). Far from it. it7Wilkinson

has pointed out ('in his excellent review of an earlier draft of this

essay):

"...It is possible to measure attitudes-and attitude change

without making normatively -hedonittic-Aasumptiona. Measures

of alienation, aspiration, community identity.And-general

'climate of opinion' can -be very useful in-assessing impacts,

The error -would be in relying entirely on these. I would

tuggest_that the_gap=between=objective and perceived changes

in-status- (e.g., between 'absolute'And 'relative' depriva!-

tion) could tell_mudh about quality_otlife, unless we are.

Assuming that the only real deprivations are absolute, TI'm

not able to assume this. -)"

I concur with this suggestion up to-a-point: We should not shy away

from making normative judgments -as to the-human value relevance of-the

dimendions-We select for. measurement in an evaluation study. In-fact, W.-

shOUldmake this selection within_an explicit _paradigm. Each dimension,

should-be clearly identified-at either a_means-or-an_end within the over-

-all model of rural development and indiVidual/social-wellbeing.

One-reAson why the subjective-data must be-collected-in an evaluation

study is compelling: to provide= a basis for validating the-paradigm and

the objective measures. It is possible (hopetualy-u41likelyWthat the

subjective data would_indicate the-people-conuider themtelves-worsd off,:

while the.-objective-dati all indicate they-should be better off. If this

were to happen, we -would be- obliged to take Ahard=look_at our objective

measures_ and our idea of what constitutes "pi-Ogress" in rural deVelopment;

our paradigmAtould _surely have to undergo_major surgery,- including -both

amputation-and organ transplants. Conversely, one would-hypothesizethat

improvements -in the objective measures should -be- positively correlated

with improvements in several Of the-subjective items,- such as those reflect-

ing perceived satisfaction, relative deprivation, alienation, etc.

9seaLEiaL9222aLa
Once the decision-has been made as to the appropriate data to be col-
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lected'and the site has been selected, we are Still faced with the prob-

lem of collecting and organizing all the necessary data. lee Day has

suggested a matrix for use in assembling the data.

1

Administrative Structure

If I were
4to venture a guess as to the aspect ofrural deVaopment

research that is most critical and most likely to be the limiting faptor,

causing failure of the whole effort ... my answer would be the adminis-

trative structure. Th9. level of funding of rural development intervention

programs and evaluative research are obviously miniscule in relation to

the absolute need. powever, I view inadequate funding as the second most

significant barrier to effective rural development research. Even with

adequate funding, our efforts will prove to be futile unless we (1) avoid

scattering our research repoUrbes too thinly, (2) learn -Co organize -our-

selves into effective research efforts with a well developed research

paradigM, and (3) remain en rapport with the local community and the rural

development practitioner.

A corollary of inadequate funding is too low a level-of the quantity

and quality_ of the scientific manpower input to the research: 1 The summa-

tion-of several fractions_ofa man-year often adds up to-a zero; -in terms

ofcreative research. _Sismondo contends that all excellent_quality re -.

search efforts -he has seen-have-been baSed- On -at_least one intellectual

-giant (who -can- grasp -the relevant
theories)= ratherthanA Or 5 rookies.

-The problem of critical-Mass is_ nOwhere more problematic-than in-a

relatively new-and uncharted-line of research, The extreme impoytanoe-of

an appropriate theoretical paradigm has been discussed, It!istS st-essen-

kntial that each researcher in-charge of a significant portion-on he-eval-u-

ation be given. nough freedom from-his or her other-duties, and ough-time/

with-his professional peers-and persons from other relevant discip
The-s=3' ,

SO he or she can-internalize the-necessary paradigm-and-the research tech-

miques- neededito gather_and analyze the data effectively. =What is likely

to happen is that too many researchers will be spread toc thinly to be .

able to make-the intellectual investment necessary foi -a -realI;r creative

research effort. This is a challenge-to the research-adMinistrator;_ I-

would_like very much to be-proven wrong-on this prediction.

The-second critical area-of administration is the need-to maintain

rapport (including respect and trust) between the researcher; and-the in-

tended audienCe. The.researcher needs-to be in,rapportwith the policy

Makers and agency personnel and-other practitioners at, -the grass roots

level, both at the-beginningof the study -( -so the correctresearchi- 1.16s

tions are addressed) and after the study is completed the findings- ust

be communicated to=the users in a-way they can Understand-and 'appl to

their ongoing operations. During the first stage of the research-,:the

-context analysis- -the researcher -will inevitably come up with-a lot of

data that will be-of great interest to the prograt-administrator and other

praatitioners involVed in the rural development.effort. These data should-

-be communicated to these potential users-as-clearly and-as rapidly as is

feasible within the constraints of good quality research.

>
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The roles of the researcher and the practitioner are highly com-

plementary and frequently overlapping in the task of analyzing and

helping to resOlve problems of rural development. Researchers can

facilitate-this development by providing timely and lucid knowledge. And

by being actively engaged with practitioners in providing guidance for

action, the researcher receives a feedback of additional research prob-

lems and exceptional observations which can spawn additional hypotheses

(Madden, 1979).

The findst example I have seen of maintaining continuing rapport

with the user-clientele is the'work of Sergio Sismondo ±n New Brunswick,

Canada (1973a, 1973b). His operation included both research and opera-

tional-components, constamay-iiitontact,mith each other and with the cli-

entele._ Their reSulti_in terms of actual accomplishment of several key

aspects' of rural develoiinen is astonishing--increased income and employ-

,
ment, increased political awareness and participation by the masses, de-

velopment, of new indUstries'employing hundreds of formerly welfare- -

..dependent persons, etc. Sismondo is-absolutely convinced that the success

of'the program (called New Brunbwick NewStart) is critically'dependent

upon maintaining rapport between the research team and the compunity, par-

ticularly the. local power elites -,- agency personnel, -and entrepreneurs.

The Task Force on RurarDevelopment, within -the National Academy of

-Science, has recently finished-a report entitled, "Guidelints for Manage-

ment -and Design of-Rural Developrient-Research.-" This report emphasizes

the-need for:a thorough study of .the-wayin which development re-

search may be-tost_effectiVely-and-efficientlY organized to accomplish

the ultimate objectives of rural development (Eberts,_1974)_. If this

study Is funded, it could_provide an excellent-addition to the-development

of _a truly effective paradigm for rural development research.

±

Comments on the Evaluation Plans in the Proposals of the

Twelve-Northeastern States '

4z ,

EValuation plans from-12 NOrtheastern_states were sent to me as part

of the background reading for the preparation of ihe essay. The plans I

received were abbreviated-and, in aame cases, possiblyreliminary_.

Therefore; Isealize that the impressiong gleaned frot_those materials may

by erroneous, far out of-date with current-plans of the respective. states.

With this admission of fallibility, I Will nowproceed=tollirmmarize the

major point in the.evaluation components of the-proposals.

Five of the 12 states have selected a particular.service-as the focus

of thd turaI-development effort. This decisiop was made-apparently on the

advice of an-appointed advisory council, or at leastvith"-their acquies--

dence. In two other states, economic growth (income and/or employment) is

'the focus. In one state the emphasis is to be en-some topic of primary -

interest to environmentalists. In the remaining four states (Massachusetts,

New Hmrpshire, NeW-York, and Pennsylvania-) this. decision has been- =postponed

until the interests mid priorities of the target area and/or its represen-

tatives have-been-determined-.

The propos)116 are, for'the most part, not clear as to whether a base-

line survey will be done. The states seem about evenly split between those
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that intend to determine program priorities via surveys versus those that

choose to rely on the advisory councils._ A household survey will be done

in Pennsylvania, for example, tb provide dela to be used later in estim-

ating program impact, to gather certain elements of the context data, and

to get a reading on the values and priorities of the population in the

study area. Perhaps other states will be doing"a similar study, but this

was not clear from the material I received.

In 4 of the 12 states, the evaluation plan stated explicitly that

the state or local advisory council will have the responsibility of eval-

uating the Aral development activity. Given that, these councils are com-

posed almost exclusively of very busy executives, it seems clear that only

a very perfunctory "evaluation"will,be performed. And given the small

amount of money allotted to same of the states for this Title V activity,

perhaps no more than a cursory'evaluation is warranted. Anything more

profound might be an utter waste of everyone's time and a chunk of the

'limited budget--a little like doing an extensive study to determine whether

a bucket of red ink dumped in Lake Erie would cause'Niagara Falls to turn

red! Part of the output of the Title V pilot study,/nation-wide, should

be a clear signal to ,Congress and the Office of Management and Budget re-

garding the minimum critical mass of research and operating funds, below

which any effort would be a total waste. Some of the 12 state proposals _

leave me with the uneasy feeling that they fall below this minimum.

Another impression gleaned from my review of(the-state_pmposals is

that-nearly all of them lack several, -of the-key ingredients of-good scien-

tific research. Perhaps this impression -is incorrect, due-to My error of

interpretation; or maybe the state-proposals are-out-of-date. More than

,iikely, the researchers involved cannot be held responsible for the seem-

ing inadeqUaciea bedause-several are apread so thinly-betWeen teaching

-and various
researdh-responsibilities-that they cannot be expected to do

a Grade-A job-on -their rural development
research -andprogram evalUation.

Nonetheleds, as they now stand) the state plans-generally lack a clear

recognition of the need to build a paradigm encompassing the massive-body/

of theory and_ empirical research in the literature on- human ecology, re-/

gional econonfics, public finance, social stratification- (particularly-on

vertical social mobility) --demography, political science,
etc. The vast

intellectual.;resources of
social,acience-need to-be tapped-. A -major ob-

stacle to overcome in such Multi-discipline teamwork is the "Tower-of

asbel" syndrome wherein the specialized vocabularies of-the various dis-

ciplines proHibit
effective-communicationessential to the construction

of a-unifying paradigm.

Another crucial element typically found lacking in the state plans is

a systematic mechanism- for providing Continuing rapport between the re-

'searchers and.(1)-the-caientele
population) and (2) the rural development

practitioners. Sismondo (1973b) has suggested-a general policy research

paradigm which -makes explicit the circular flow or information-between-

the-researchera and- ihe significant others in the rural development-effort.

This is such an essential aspect of the overall strategy that it-can-be

ignored only at the peril of the success of the rural development research.
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Conclusion

These comments are offered here mainly to facilitate further dis-

cussion in the -Various work sessions. Hopefully the concepts presented

will illumine our efforts to-make a truly meaningful input into the

knowledge bast, the theories --the research paradigm - -at the heart of

the scierce of rural development.
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EVALUATION NEEDS UNDER TITLE V

OF THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1972

Howard C.'Tankersley

Program Evaluation - One View

.Program evaluation is accomplished for one or more of three basic pur-

poses: -(1) to make program adjustments to increase the-effectiveness of

the program underway or to increase the probability of success with the

next effort we-undertake; (2) to determine the "worth" of staff members or

to justify salary adjustments, promotions, terminations: and/Or other per-

sonnel actions;- and- (3) -to justify- expenditures for programs t6 those who

award-or administer funds. ES and CSRS are interested in evaluation to

justify expenditures and to-Make-program adjustments. Velhave little in-

terest in evaluation to-determine "worth" of personnel. This we consider

State-business.

The dictionary defines EValuate: to ascertain the value of. A search

of evaluation literature reveals that =evaluation requires three basic func-

tions yhkeh may be articulated as three stages -of' the evaluation process:

1. Documenting_ - furnishing evidence of needs, plans, procedures,

'inputs and outputs or results.

2. Arraying evidence documented in a logical or rational display.

3. Appraising - setting value on the evidence arrayed.

Many evaluation systems have been described in the literature but,

I assert that all fit into a continuum containing four fairly distinct

types-. The continuum runs from- Cost/Benefit Analysis, where dollar costs

and benefits are measured on cardinal scales, to Classical Operations

Managmnent where an ordinal scale of costs is displayed against an ordinal

scale of effects or achJevements. Cbst/Benefit Analysis is always done in

a formal sense and is documented while Classical Operations Management is

often used without documenting anything in writing and is carried on in the

Manager's or Supervisor's head.

Documenting and Arraying are always the responsibility of the pro-

fessional or manager. The Appraising function is the responsibility of the

professional or manager only in Cost/Bencfit Analysis. Appraising must be

done by the decision-maker, those who award or administer funds, 'in tthe

Howard C. Tankersley is Program Leader Rural Development, Extension

Title V Coordinator, Extension Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,

Washington, D.C.
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other three types of evaluation systems discussed here. We must presume

that there will be a direct correlation between the skill of the profes-

sional or manager in documenting and arraying and the decisions reached.

The four systems on the continuum are as follows:

1. Cost/Benefit Analysis - Dollar costs are displayed against dollar

benefits and Cost/Benefit Ratios are computed. The ratio suggests that

costs exceed benefits or benefits exceed costs but it does not identify

the incidence of costs and benefits or who pays and who benefits.

2. Cost/Effectiveness Analysis - Dollar costs are displayed against

a cardinal scale of effects, kill ratios and other numbers games. Cost/

Effectiveness analysis,numbers games allow computation of per-unit costs

which allows the decision-maker to- determine for himself whether or not

the effects are worth the dollar costs. This type of evaluation sometiMes

defines the incidence of costs and effects.

3. Program Appraisal - A cardinal scale of dollar or other costs is

arrayed against achievements. The incidence of costs and-benefits is

usually defined. The decision-maker must determine for himself the value

of achievements and often he must determine for himself the value of the

costs. This system allows for inclusion of social and political as well

as economic costs.

4. Classical Operations Management - An ordinal scale of social and/

or political costs are arrayed against an ordinal scale of-social and/or

political effects or achievements. The incidence of costs and benefits are

always defined. Examples of these costs and benefits would be: (1 -) the

cost of detente (political culpability) arrayed against the value of de-,

tente (absence of-cold war); (2) the cost of promoting an outsider to the

office of Dean (impact on the faculty) arrayed against the value of such

promotion (new blood in the college).

In evaluating extension and research efforts effectively, we will

probably utilize Program Appraisal to satisfy the need for justifying pro-

gram expenditures to- decision- makers. We mill probably use both Program

Appraisal and Classical Operations Management to determine the "worth" oft

staff members and/or to make program adjustments.

Title V Needs

In evaluating Title V State programs, we face two kinds of needs.

The first relates to those provisions of Title V of the Rural Development

-Act of 1972 which are different from the Smith-Lever and Hatch Acts under

which most extension and research work is accomplished in the land-grant

system. We must evaluate whether or not we have met or exceeded the in-

tent or expectations of the Congress in funding Title V. 'The second need

is to evaluate program effectiveness. Meeting.these needs Will allow us

to- justify, or fail to justify, expenditureS and to determine needed pro-

gram adjustments - find out what we are doing right or wrong and indicate

changes needed in the future, if any.
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Intent of Congress

An analysis of Title V and the legislative History of the-Rural De-

velopment Act of 1972 reveals certain expressed or implied expectations of

the Congress. These are as follows:

1. The audiences that will be served. -are: units of general purpose

government at the State and local levels; special purpose multi-jurisdic-

tional:units of governments; organizations of local`speople involved in

development; and industries that provide, or may proVide, employment in

the rural community. I believe it is fair to conclude 'that Congress per-

ceived these to be the most important audiences to be dealt with in rural

development and that they were not being dealt with sufficiently at the

time the Act was passed.

2. Divisions of the land-grant university other than agriculttre,

engineering and home economics-and institutions of higher education other

than land-grant universities will be involved in developing the rural com-

munity if the extension-and research functions are to be performed effec-

tively-and sufficiently. I believe.it is fair to conclude that Congress

held_atleast five perceptions
about-extension-and-research in-the land-

grant system_at the time-the Act was passed: -(1)- the focus -of the exten-

sion- -and research-functions in=the land-grant system-has-been confined to -

the interests -and disciplines -most common to the colleges-of-agriculture,

engineering and-home economids;-_ -(2)- the disciplines and subject-matters

.traditional to _extension-and- the experiment station are not those that are

aPproPriate to meetingthe -- extension and research-,needs
of:the-audiences

defined for development.of rural America;_ -(3)-Title V would-shift the focus

of land-grant university extension -and research from agricUlture, engineer-

ing and home economics to development of-the-rhral community - to meeting

the needs of the audiences listed above; (4)--Title-Vwouldmakepossible

extension and-research work, appropriate to-the7needs of the-atdiences de-

fined, in-developing rural- communities; and (5): restarchand extension_ work

by other institutions of higher-education is needed-.

3. Development needs of rural communities will be identified by pro-

fessionals and lay leaders in the States. Integrated extension and re-

search efforts to meet these practical needs will be projected in the State

Plans of Work which will be submitted to professionals and lay-leaders for-

approval before being sent to USDA. I. believe it is fair to conclude that

Congress perceived rural development needs to be practical in nature, that

they ought to be identified, defined and articulated by people in the local

rural crmunities, and research and extension efforts undertaken to address

these needs.

4. Research and extension functions of institutions=of higher educa-

tion will be co-ordinatedy integrated-and foctsed on practical_problems

exPressed'by local communities._ I -helieve it is fair to conclude that

Congress perceived a lack of coordination between- research and-extension

fUnctions in-the land-grant university.

5, Educational programs (research and extension) will be co-ordinated

with other rural development efforts of the-Statey local and Federal govern-

ments. I believe-it is fair to conclude that Congress perceived a lack of

-co-ordination between the agencies of government at -air levels in developing

rural communities.
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.6. Title V is a small pilot effort of 3 years duration to test the

techniques and organization for rural development research and extension.

I believe it is fair to conclude that Congress meant to test whether or

not a federally-funded program of educational assistance to rural commun-

ities can succeed when it is: (1) administered in connection with the

Hatch'and Smith-Lever Acts through the land-grant universities extension

services and experiment stations; (2) when it is aimed at solving practi-

cal development problems of rural communities; and (3) when it involve

disciplines from outside the colleges of agriculture, engineering and home

economics in the land-grant university and from other institutions of

higher education in the State.

I can ,assure you without
qualification that all of us in ES and CSRS

are cognizant of the low level of funding for Title V and the demands upon

the experiment stations and extension services to supplement such funding

to support Title V programs. ,However, if we have accurately identified'

the perceptions held by Congress as the,reasons for including those provi-

sions of Title V which are different from the Smith -Lever and Hatch Act

programs, we must conclude that Congress will not accept the argument ad-

vanced by some that we have already proven, under the Hatch and Smith-

Lever programs, the techniques and.organization effectiveness of the -land-

grant system to deliver rural development assistance. If this is a correct

assessment, we must also conclude that the evaluation information, which we .

supply Congress and the Administrators in our universities and the Depart-

ment of Agriculture, will be taken seriously: We must, therefore, take our

evaluation responsibilities seriously. If wehave accurately assessed the

intent of Congress and the reasons for expressing this intent in the Legis-

lation, we will need to document and array evaluation information related

to the following:

1. The audienced involved.

: 2. The involvement of other institutions-or faculty memhers from,

colleges and universities-othdr than land-grant. The extent and kind

of involvement.

3.- The involvement of faculty from divisions of the land-grant

university other than colleges of agriculture, engineering and home_

economics. The extent and kind of involvement.

4. The role and involvement of the State Rural Development

Advisory Councils.- The extent and kind of involvement.

5. The extent to which-the focus of the program is on practical-

-problems of the rural community. The kinds* of problems and-Who identified

them,

6. Co-ordination or integration of research and extension effortd.

The exteht and kind of co-ordination or integration and the systems Or al-

liances which evolved to facilitate co-ordination or integration.

7., Co- ordination- between educational (research and extension) efforts

and other rural development effoits and activities in the States. At least

show that they:were, not in opposition to each other.
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A proper documentation and arrayal of
informationxelating to these

issues should satisfy the need to show whether or not we are meeting or ex-

ceeding the intent or expectations of the Congress regarding the capability

of the land-grant system to organize a program which will deliver rural de-

velopment educational assistance effectively.

Program Effectiveness

Evaluation of program effectiveness is required under the provisions

of the Rural Development Act of 1972. It is necessary in order to document

the effectiyeness of the techniques employed to deliver rural development

assistance. The impact of the information generated will extend beyond the

immediate demands of Title V. Our program efforts under Title V are not

grossly different from our program efforts under Smith-Lever or Hatch Act

funds. Therefore,, any evaluation information.generated-about
Title V will

be extremely useful in articulating purposes, objectives, procedures and,

subject matters dealt with in-all research and extension efforts in commun-

ity or rural development.

Evaluation- for program effectiveness ought to document and arraievi-

dence related to achieving the objectives stated in the Pian-ofWork./ To

do this, the objectives, as refined, will need to be stated and the follow-

ing kinds of information documented and arrayed:

1. Inputs - a- description of what was planned and what was actually

done by researchers and extension workers in achieving ortpursit-

, ing the objectives.

a. Research or technical assistance provided - the kind'and to

whom it was provided. 1

b. Information and educational aaSistanCe provided - the kind\

and to whOm it was provided. /

.

c. Organizations developed or assisted
.

- -number and/composition

(make-up) of organizations created. Existing organizations

assisted and kinds of organizational assistance given.

d. Leaders identified, mobilized or assisted - numbers and

coispositfon.

e. The science man-years of extensio- and research time given to

Title V programs by all instituti ns of higher-education in

the State.

2. Outputs - Outcomes - Achievements - what is.achieved in relation

to what was stated in the goals or objectives.

a. Problems or needs of the community that were identified, -ar-

ticulated, analyzed and/or documented. Priorities given.

b. Alternatives for meeting needs or solving problems that were

identified, articulated, documented. Alternatives that were

selected.
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c. Solutions implemented or toward which action programs or pro-

jects are underway - or on which decisions were later made to

take no action. Consider things such as:

- improvements in community facilities or services, local

economy, land use patterns, etc.

- new patterns and practices established - problem-solving

mechanisms institutionalized!

- policies changed and/or established.

- extent to which problems have been ameliorated or solved or

needs met.

- changes from situation statement in Plan of Work.

- ,judgement6 of rindividvals,-groups,
agencies, public offi-

cials and planners as to what has been accomplished and the

value of the accomplishments to the community.

estimate of man -days of volunteer leadership_siven to-the

community by leaders assisted.

d. AlterationS or adjustments-in organizations or
institutions:

r. inprogram -or project efforts.

in composition -(make-up).

- in. purpose.

- in leadership.

- in viability.

- inputs of organizations into solving of community problems.

e. Impact on people in the community - as judged-by the people

of the community:

- on individuals.

- on community-government.

- on relations between community government and the'citizens

of the community.

- on community sub-systems - cultural or racial groups.

- on relations between the community and adjoining communi-,

ties.

A, proper documentation and arrayal of information related to these

issues should satisfy the need to show the effectiveness or lack of effec-
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tiveness of the techniques we employ to deliver rural development educa-

tional assistance in the land-grant system.

One last thought. Whether or not we like it, we are in an age of

accountability in public services. We must be accountable for what we say

we will do and for the public funds expended to do it. We must be account-

able to those who provide the funds. Or, we must decide that we don't wish

to participate. That is always one of our alternatives, of course. I would

prognosticate that those programs in the public sector for which the leaders

are reluctant to be accountable will not be discontinued immediately. What

we might expect is a gradual decline in support, beginning with a decrease

in the rate' of increased funding, and a shift of funding to newer pieces of

legislation which impose controls with which leaders must comply or face

criminal or civil action or total loss of funds.
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THE EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Edward 0. Moe

INTRODUCTION

This workshop on evaluating Title V programs provides the opportun-

ityfor a valuable exchange of ideas. The context within which we work,

including the array of expectations different groups hold for Title V,-e-an

be explored and clarified. Alternative concepts of development anc.

dtion can be examined. Much can be gained from hearing aboUt the programs

and the plans for evaluation of the various states. Discussion of the

plans will suggest ways in which they can be strengthened, and through

which they can contribute more both to practice and-knowledge.

The papers'by Olaf Larson, Pat Madden and Howard Tankersley provide

the overview and the perspective needed and suggest some promising ap-

proaches to the tasks we confront. What I have to say will build on what

has' been said.

Title V- seems to make more sense, given the grandness of the design*

and frustrations of the level of fUnding, if one puts it in the context of

the -Land Grant University's continuing attempts to renew its. research and

development delivery system. Basically, we- are attempting to build capa-

city at two levels.

1. Capacity at the community level to initiate and sustain develop-

ment, to solve community problemsnand to make continuing ad-

justments to the larger environmental

2. Capacity on the part of land-grant institutions and 'other helping

agencies to. provide the assistance. and, resources needed by local

people and local institutions to help make their efforts effec-

stive.

It follows that creation of 'new capacity at these two levels requires

both ,within each level and between levels new ways of workingl,new linking

mechanisms, new systems. These are what we are trying to-invent.

dr For decades attempts at development in rural and non-metropolitan

areas have faced a hard uphill battle. Industrialization, urbanization,

and bureaucratization of American society resulted in greater and greater

concentration of population, economic activityland social services in urban

Edward O. Moe is Principal Sociologist and Co-ordinator, Rural

Development Programs, Cooperative State Research Service; U.S. Department

of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.
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metropolitan areas. National growth and
aevelopment-poticies tended to

support the concentration. Agricultural strategies fort rural development

with- high substitution of capital for labor reduced employment in agricul-

ture. Lack of alternative employment opportunities resulted in population

decline, and &generally deteriorating set of conditions in rural communi-

ties.,---

These forces and their consequences may have "bottomed out". 'Beale

(1974) has made some highly significant Obtervations about "population

and settlement prospects".

"... the nation appears to have arrived at a point where-a

truism of generations - that An rican metro areas increase

in population more rapidly than' onmetro areas - is no'

longer valid."

"Employment data support the population statistics. From

March 1970 to March 1973, data derived nationwide from

State Employment Security office files show an increase

of 7.8 percent in nonmetro area jobs and 3.6 percent in-

crease in metro areas. Unlike the 1960's when manufacturing

was the only major group with higher growth rates in-nonmetro

areas, the 1970-1973 figures indicate higher nonmetro-growth

in every component except government. This means that the

trade and service; sectors of rural and small cityareas have

been advancing as well as the goods-producing sectors."

There is no radical shift. We will continue to be an urban-metropolitan

nation, but the factors that impelled out-migration are losing or have lost

most of their force. As Beale notes, a new perspective is needed to under-

stand both the forces and their consequences. /A.

The policy-implicatiOns-of
thesechanges,are far reaching. Two pens

pectives among others are readily apparent. One-would-be to thift-empha-'

si -s from_ -rural
development because in-same senses it is beginning to

happen. Another,
andlane-that_has high- promise-, is that. he more favorable

climate-for rural development- which -seems
to-be_emerging-pretentt a time to

/press ahead. ,Social and economic ibrces may now support-development and

_make it possible to have-greater effect with-a given investmentof 're-

sources. This brings us, then, to development and evaluation.

Development theory, research, -and practice in-the-United States and

throughout the worla is in a period-of searching reatsessrent, Some

thirty years of experience have- accumulatedsince' the paanning of the

ambitious and widely hailed development programt of post World WarrII4

Despite some,conspiduous
achievements in the United:States-and in other

countries, advancements. in development- to=date
have-not-been what the

developers_- whether theoreticians, policy makers, planners? programmers,:

administrators, or-activists --had - hoped. This rich-experience base pro.!

vides a unique opportunity fbr the redefinition of fundamental problems.

One such problem is
theevaluition-of development programs. Attempts_

to find some consistent well,designed &valuatiOn- studies-of development

are-diIappointing. The reasons-are no' lard to find. They are rooted-

'
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in the confusions and courlexities inherent in the nature of development

and evaluation. Assumptions about the desirability and appropriateness

of development, and acceptance 61 the American experience as proof that

we knew how to d.Bsign and conduct development programs, tehded to play

down the importance of evaluation. At the same time the confusion and

lack of clarity in general design; in goals and objectives; in policies;

prdkrams and procedures; in measures or yardsticks for development; and

in the conduct of development effbits made evaluation Otremely difficult.

Other complications, of course, are inherent in the. conception,

design and processes of evaluation. Evaluation is most effective when it

is a clearly. .designed, built-in, continuous part ofidevelo*ent programs.

In practice, evaluation rarely met these conditions with the consequent

loss both of solid evaluation and a better understanding.Of the nature of

development itself.

The set of ideas in,this statement is an attempt to identify and

outline some of the critical considerations in the evaluation of develop-

ment programs. From this set of ideas, critical elements- can be identi-

fied in the design and evaluation of specific development xograms:

MAJOR SECTIONS OF THE STATEMENTARE:

I. ON THE NATURE OF DEVELOPMENT

II. A CONCEPTUAL VIEW OF DEVELOPMENT ANDDEVELOPMENTPROCESSES

III. THE NATURE OF EVALUATION: ITS FUNCTIONS IN DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAS

iv. SOME GUIDELINES.IN THE EVALUATION OF DEVELOFNENTPROGRAMS

V. SOME CR17.-_ZOAL EIEMENTS IN THE EVAU.TATION OF TITLE V

PROGRAM'S
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I. 'ON TIM NATURE OF DEVELOPMENT

Searching questioni.haVe been raised about what development

is, and what Aistihguishi-eit.from something which-is not devel-

--oinaent. There is general reeognitial that the concept is at the

same tike both deceptively-simple and horrendously complicated.

There seems to,be somewhat general acceptance-of the idea that

it connotes improvements in the position-of people and social

and'econamic entities - organizations, communities, regions,

nations - with.respeet to certain key values such as income-and .

wealth, education, health, wellbeing, dignity, capacity, politi-

cal effectiveness, and freedom. It is also thought to imply,_

whether-used in botany, engineering, psychology, child develop-

ment, economics, sociology; or other disciplines . . an Unfolding

or movement toward,, some sets of conditions or states of affairt

regarded as desirable such as adulthood, maturity, self-sustained

social and economic growthpr.differentiation, or quality of life.
-%.

One-may view the_Conceptnal difficulty, in:Part, as rooted

in the eo-called-normatiVe.problet4
-Development is inescapably a

norkative COnceptpend one danrnot. i with itimithout invoking,

both'internal and-external)partLer.. in -- analysis
-as-Warwick

-(1908) observed-.
k

.

Social_tcientitts, in PartiCular, are caught-up-inthe -norma-'

tiveprOblema-and the-underlying Va1uetlissuet. It-has been-much

-easier for social scientisteto talk about- social changey cultural

.change -or )modernization. -These-are mOre_neutral concepts. They

deal with what ie.-happening or what will happen. leen:one-uses

the term
deVelopmentior-underdevelopment, there is the imrp,ficit

connotation-of someone's idea_ as to-what should:happen=to people,

to communities and- societies'. It. is in this way that both_ internal

lamlekternal-yardstickehicoMe-inVolved in-chdices of-what people

vantp-and what they establieh as goals -and objectiveeofdevelopment

programs._

Differentiating Ideas=on Development

A useful questionto confront is the; differentiating. idea in

the concept of development. -What-dittinguishes development-from-a

set_ of conditions or a:state-of affairs which is rot-development?

The-writer had -the- privilege of exploring this-question with some

ffdty Cornell faCulty and. graduate students from-a vide range
of

diediplinmry and experience backgrounds (Moe, 1971)-.:

It was possibleto lay out -a-number of emphases which,dharac-

terize ways or thinking about. development. Emphasis as used in this

-context does not mean -that a person leaves Out, ignores or dOes not

.recognizeother aspects and:14pliCations of the concept-of develop-

ment. ,It is -significant, also, -that- -every Person interviewed saw

develophent an essentially interdisciplinary -or requiring-sophis-

ticated interdisciplinary contributions to build on and 'extend the

perspective of the separate disciplines.
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The major emphases around which the various points of view can be

described are:

Goal- directed, goal-oriented ch6ge

Preferred states or levels of well-being

Use of r ources

la,
Capacity of individuals

Capacity of systems

Increased levels of productivity

Quality of life

Sets of conditions characterizing development

Level` -of differentiation-

Number of options

Surplus of product/skill.

Each of these emphases was briefly examined-in the paper referred to above.

The Confusion About Development
-

It has -been evident for. acne time that great
confUsion character-

izOthought and conceptualizations of development. This has became,

more apparent as the experience of the last quarter of a century has

been reviewed and re-analyzed. In this section of the paper, the

major aspects of the confusion as seen and experienced by Cornell

I

faculty, administrators, and graduate students is a useful illustration.

A number-of faculty members put their view succinctly: ". . . we didn't

know wh t it was, but we thought it was, a good thitg. We are about in

the =sam situation now."

The major confusions expressed in the interviews are these:

'Lack of (iarity about what development is.

Failure to deal constructively with the value problem.

Overdependence on aggregated quantitative and/or 'narrow

quantitative ideas and measures.

Equating means with ends - technology, structure,

institutional forrs, process.

Fragmented and single disciplinary approaches.

Moralistic speculation.
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External manipulation.- high profile of the helper,

helping agency or helping nation.

Failure to anticipate and project conseqUences, and to

see second generation problems. aj

Endemic Problems in Planning and Development Processes
f

Some significant assumptions, both ideologiaa/ and managerial, //

underlie current thinking about planning and develoPment. Among

these are:

1. Some re-emphasis olu the role and res sibility of local

government, local public and private/planning and devel-

opment agencies and local leadership within the Federal

'system,

2. Some ideological reassertion thit local government is

best able to identify and solve. local problems .and

initiate and direct development programs, and

3.. Reconsideration-of.questions of scale with emphasis on

decentralization.

Continuing analysis of the planning and deVelopment programs

of -the sixties and seventies points up some basic and persistent

problems. These seen to have compromised efforts to achieve the

'!great society", and to build system capacity at various levels.

A National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering

report (1974) re-identifies these basic considerations:

1. Lack of congruency between locally perceived -needs and

national priorities and programs

2. Failure to match statements of priority with resources,

personnel, and funds.

3. 'Tendency for problems-to be greater or Smaller than the

jurisdiction of the relevant unit of government.

4. Failure in planning and deVelopment to encompass the-

,
full Social,- economic -and political dimensions of

problems.

5. Failure to integrate planning and diVelopment with

political processes of decision making and allocation of

resources.

6. Inadequacy of research and evaluation tools (both the

state of the arts and the use -of what is available) to

assess processes and ascertain impact of programs.
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In one way or another, we continually encounter these problems in

developing, implementing and evaluating programs under Title V.

Program objectives nay be different, funding levels may vary widely,_

but these kinds of problems are always there.

II. CONCEPTUAL IEW OF DEVELOPMENT ALF JEVELOPMENT

PROCESSES

A simple framework for thinking about ,-.Ivelopment and for

analyzing development-programs
has emert,.a out of past and present

work. Development programs or efforts maybe analyzed in terms of::

1. Clarification of the goals in development, and what de-

velopment is defined to be - in specific terms. What is

supposed.to occur? What are the ends or the desired

states to be attained?)

2. Identification of the units within-which-development is

to occur. Are the changes-desired changes in individuals,-

organizations, communities, multi-county-units_or someother

-units, or are changes to -be made-concurrentlY in several-

units- and in-the relationdhips among units?

3. Specification of the-processes and-strategies by which-devel-

opment is to be attained. These processes- -and- strategies need

to be-defined in very specific terms=and examined-as to their

appropriateness:for attaining the ends specified. ,

4. Internal and external measures -by which development is to -be IA

zaSgedor evaluated. -What=are the-Criteria-by which tome
I\

-occurred or-the-extent .66-which-it occurred?- Again,
determination can be-made -as_ to has

great clarity and specificity are required.

Development, while difficult to attain, is an intriguing idea_in

-human society. Life and events do not-heVe a flow in linear fashion

from past to present to future. We have been -successfulin making_pro-

jections of-what conditions will be like five,_-ten-and fifteen years-

into the future. Building on such projectionsl-development_presents-

the opportunity to go beyond-projections to more precise descriptions

of what we would like to see exist, or what the alternatiVes mightbe-

in_terms'of some-desired future states. If-we are- -clear about the -ends,

it is likely we can devise the policies- -and the strategies to achieve-

the ends-. At -least we will-know-more clearly what we are about, and-the

magnitude of the task we confront in development. To the extent-that

we do this, we can come into the present from the future as well as-

from the past.

A Chain of Events

Development connotes movement from what exists to the achievement

of ends defined as the goals of development. The ends may be certain

desired states, certain condi:A-ms, or the initiation of new procedured
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and processes. .The movement is considered to occur through a series

or a chain of pl`5.Thndd events. These planned events are initiated as .

being appropriate, CT the most appropriate, ways of achieving the ends.

A number of attempts have been made aver the years to define the se-

-quence of steps. The major "schools" in community development have

proposed "models" defining and desci-ibing the steps. Some examples are

the models used at Michigan State, Missouri, Southern Illinois, the

University of Chicago, the University of Washington, the UniVersit of

Utah, the Lindeman Model; and others (Moe, 1965). The community deVelop-

ment models are somewhat similar to "social action models" such as Beal

(1964) or to the stages of policy development suggested by Freeman (1970).

One view of the major phases or stages in development is outlined

below. Some of the steps within each phase are also identified. These

'phases and the steps within them are always on-going, interrelated, and

never as discrete and separate as they appear in written form.

I. PLANNING

Planning Mechanismi Adapted or Created

Mechanisms far Citizdn Involvement Devised/Used

Frablem/Situstion Analyses; Needs/Wants

AsSessments Made
Search for/Analysis of Alternatives

Goal Setting/Policy Formulation Initiated

Monitoring/Assessment aluation Initiated

ORGANIZING/MOBILIZING RESOURCES FORDEVELOPMENT

Continuing Planning/Further Specification of Goals

and Objectives'
Continuing Citizen Involvement

Designing Education/Action Programs

Adapting/Creating Organizational Structure/Procedures

Identifying/Development of Leadership
Identifying/Gaining Access -to- Local/Outside (or

Internal/External) Resourcea,

Monitoring/Assessment alUation

III. CONDUCT/IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM

Planned Activities/Events Conducted

Continuing Citizen Involvement

Monitoring/Assessment/Evaluation
Modification of Activities/Pograms/Organizational

Structure/

Procedures

IV. REPLANNINNRECYCLING'OF PROCESSES

Goals, Programs,Activities

There are many different ways in which development may be pursued

and the sequence of events described. This is, one way. It is not the

my., nor is it intended to be a definitive statement. It is sufficiently

complete, however, to Ilse as an illustration and as a point of reference

for clarifying an apprOach to the evaluation of development programs. It

will enable examination of.inputs, outputs, processes and products at

various stages of a development pc0143
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III. THE NATURE OF EVALUATION: ITS FUNCTIONS IN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Most definitions of evaluation in common usage identify two

significant aspects of the_process - (1)_ the determination or measure

of'the quantity of something-such as activities, programs,
events,.

inputs, outputs, impact, and (2) some judgement of,'or determination

of, the value or worth/of what has been done or what has-resulted.

This is frequently expressed as a kind of general measure of the costs

and benefits and 'some balancing of the benefits against the inputs

or costa. This should not be confused with-more specialized cost -

benefit analysis, which is a particular form of evaluation.

As evaluation,is used in various public and private organizations

and agencies it tends to take these forms:I

(1) Monitoring - the attempt to determine whether
agreements_or contracts or pro-

grams are iiplemented according

to-an-accepted-plan and-the
attempt to determine hoW they

might be implemented more effec=
tively._ This-is closely-related
to-lirocesaual evaluation described

-(2) Performance Evaluation - the measurement and interpretation

of- the performance, of :people-in

various positions in designing -and-

implementing activities and-programs.

(3) Processual Evaluation !. the building in -of an information-

and feedback system to proVide data

for,modification and improvement

of programs, processes and proce.t
dures while they are being implem-

ented.

(4) Program Effects /Outcome

Evaluation- - the attempt to-determine the extent

to which, and the effectiveness

with which, program objectives

are-achieved:

(5) Impact Evaluation - a-- broader concept which involves

not only-the outcomes-but the-over-

a11 impact of the achievement of

outcomes-on-the total community or

the total system, and_on individuals,.

groups-or significant lnAwparts= of

the system. It is a form of evalua-

tion that,attempts to get at the

intended-and unintended consequences

of policies and programs. The em=

_phasis is on an estimate of what
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hiivens and not on the pre-

/
cise determination:of specific
program efforts.

These are-significant interrelated aspects or emphases in

evaluation. In one Way or another, they are all expressed in the

more consistent and continuous attempts to plan programs and de-

termine their outcomes. These aspects -of evaluation take on par-

ticular significance in assessing development prograMs.

A Conceptual View of Evaluation

To begin with, evaluation is a fundamental process in all

human activity. Loomis, for example, identified evaluation as a

basic process in his model of a social system. Normative activities

such as development occur within4L definable, context or -set of cir-,

cumstances. People in communities, multi-county regions-or states .

or nations, for -example, -enjoy a way of -life and an array of goOds

-and services. -They-also-experience_problets, and have-wants and

hope4 And expectations that Income may be_Iow

according to both-internal-and:external yardsticks-. Unemployment_Mmy

be- =widespread.
_Signifidant-ziesoUrceStay=be present Which could be

developed -to- expand the-imp; ent-base-and the- local economy.-

ril
Health and medical care may' e inadequate-. Alareek-Oducation

programs _many-bemeededin-th :schools to help-youngiveople plan-

their,futures-arouna their on educatiOnal-and occupational-aspir-

ations and expectations-. e-capacity to-initiate and-sustain -_

change-ok development or m e -- needed an&-desired-adjustmentsis_

inadequate. A-development process-Such-as-outlined-aboveisini;

tiated. Ikmmt-plannintis he, -Goals-and-objectives are-estab-

lished. -A developMent
prOgram-With-ae-supporting _plan and develop

mentorganization_is-launched. Action and-educational programs

are-designed and implemented.

-Erialuation of development or other programs-or activities may-

be _,:onceiVedes having these major aspects:

(l)- Defining the-context-within whicfi-development

is to be-pursued,_including=establishing Some-

-base lines or known startingmPoints from which

:planned attemptsto achieve goals-and-objectives

can-be-measured.

(2) Documenting the inputs, the thing:titbit are

done, the prograMs-and-activities initiated

and the resources_used'to_bring-abOut improve-

ment and to achieve the goals and_objectives

that have been set.

(3)-Documenting the processes or the ways in which

programs -are implemented. It would- detail,ways

in which-planning is done,- decisions made0-com-

municationchannels established-, the interaction

patterns that emerge, the critical incidents that
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occur, the interpretations of and changes in policies,

and other such features.

(4) 'Documenting the\outputs or the outcomes or effects of

what is done. To what extent are the goals and, objec-

tives achieyAd? Questions about the effectiieness of

the activities planned in achieving the goals are also

to be considered.

(5) Assessing the over'all impact of the program as a whole
and its major activities on, the total system and impor-

tant subparts of the system such as different groups of

people. and different political units. This is a signi-

ficant overview which goes beyond the more specific

questions of the ways. and the extent to which goals and

objectives are achieved. The concern is basically with

consequences, both the intended ,and the Unintended.

The Basic Functions of Evaluation

'Evaluation inc.lUding -evaluative research is viewed as having

five basic functions:

(1) 'Enables the selection of goals and action and education
alternatives in achieving goals which are most likely to

be successful.

This suggests that evaluation begins when d.e.velopment begins'.

The measuring-judging process is distorted when it is seen

only .in terms .of the achievement of progrtun goals.

(2) Builds on the collection of data and feedback,rieeded for

correction end adjustment while programs are underway, and
enables keeping activities in line with goals.. It also

provides data for the modification of goals.

Enables determination of the extent to which, and the

efficiency with which, goals have been achieved.

(4)- Enables making some overall' assessment of the impact of
programs on people, on Systems and systein processes, and

Ena'ules documentation and use of what is learned about

designing and implementing development prtigrams.

In one way "or another, something is done in relation to all of

the functions whOther or not there is an explicit evaluation effort.

Information is pilled together. Alternatives are defined, judgements

are made, and action taken. The process may be =systematic, piece-

meal and fragmentea but it occurs. An explicit evaluation effort%

attempts to make the process systematic and to assure effective

pursuit of the Ainctions.

(3)

(5)

4-
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Inputs and Outputs in The Development Probess

As pointed out above, evaluation is considered to have five

major aspects - definition of the context and establishmenof

some base lines or known starting points from which measur eats

and judgements can be 'made, a documentation of inputs, s. doc

mentation. of processes, S. documentation of outputs and an as

vent of the overall izipact on the system or systems and their

significant subparts. Before discussing the problems of inputs,

processes, outputs, some. clarificatiori of the context and base

lines or "known starting points is needed.

Expenditure of effort in a program more or less assumes

that something will occur, and that the - changes will be in the

direction defined in the goals and objectives. Determining

whether or not the changes planned actually oceur requires some

specification of' whit the initial condition are. The specifi-

cation of the context and .number and kinds of base lines needed,

-depends, of course, on the nature _of the program._ There has been

same- tendency in research to spend= more time- and effort- on -con -

-`texts -and -base lines-, -and to collect more data than is heeded.

The definition of contexts and base lines _should be adequate but

not overly elaborate. In an early evaluative study of the difftt-_

sion on agricultural. teahnology, -the base line was the level of

adoption- of 12 recommended practices by a email carefully selected-

sample of farmers. It proved adequate.

An ingenious example of a base line ev.:erged- in a consultative

session- on the evaluation- of the work of- a newly formed area agency

-oh -aging in a multi-county area in the- Southwest. The mission-Of

the *Area Agency is to mobilize- resources and encourage the -design

and-modification Of ecomiunity services to enable- elderly people to

continue to live independently in their otiin-haes-. After exploring'

many; possibilities which were far beyond the resources of -the :agency,

it -Was proposed-that the- current rate of admission of people to

nursing homes- in the area be accepted as a _i?aaeline. An. evaluation

-of the rate of admiseion and the types--of people-admitted would make

=possible three significant-kinds of findingis, (1) did building in

-new -services for the aging affect the- rate .Of admission? "(2) -had

people been admitted previciusly who could- now return to their-own

homes? and (3) what kinds of services were -needed that would enable

others being admitted to continue living_ independently?

Base lines or known _starting points are needed. Their need not

be elaboi, 04:-.? and costly. The more thought- given to their selection

and use, the simpler and more appropriate they are likely to be.

We can now -consider inputs _and outputs in the various phases of the

develoPment ,process.

In_ the charts that follow, an attempt has been made for each

_phase of the developnent process outlined- earlier, to identify In-,

puts and outputs and products appropriate to that phase. The inputs-

outputs identified are illustrative of .those -that might characterize

a specific development program.
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Need for Strategical Thinking and Strategical Planning

Involvement in development programs
accentuates the need for strate-

gical thinking. If we can conceive of development as occurring in stages

over time, and if we can plan and do within each stage what is critical to

that stage, we will enhance our chances of success. Development goals in

the early stages of programs are somewhat unreal. They acquire significant

meaning as we work on them, and move toward them. What weare struggling

with in this workshop is a way to bring this about. Clarifying the stages

and building, in evaluation as a self-correcting mechanism is a long step in

the right direction.

IV - SOME GUIDELINES IN -THE EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Reflection on some thirty years of experience and observations of the

field of evaluation leads one to the conclusion that some principles or

guidelines have been identified. They represent a useful summary and, as

suchi are presented here.

1. Evaluation is more effective when it is designed within the hier-

archy of the explicit and implicit ends and means operating to

guide programs and within the specific sequence of activities

planned to achieve the ends.

Development moves through a chain of means and ends inwhich the

achievement of many ends or goals and objectives become means for

achieving other ends. Planning and plans are a case in point.

While the'building in of planning as a process and the completion

of written plans
aresignificant ends, they are perhaps bore impor-

tant as means to other ends.

Evaluation to be effective must be designed within the hierarchy of

means and ends. It must also take into account the strategies and

subtleties involved in the setting of goals and objectives and the

devising of means. The more conversant evaluators are-with a de-

velopment agency and with thelfactors which affect its programs,

including its concern with survival, funding and relationships to

other agencies, the more pertinent and realistic-evaluation will

be.

2. Evaluation will be more effective when it is an integral, built-in,

continuous part of a_ development program.

When evaluation is an integral, built-in continuing part of 'a de-

velopment program, it can best meet the conditiohs identified in 1

above. It also enables building in of an information-feedback sys-

tem that strengthens every phase of the development program; it

helps in the selection of more promising development alternatives

and the means for their achievement; it helps keep the program and-

activities geared to the goals; it helps modify and re-define the

goals' when necessary; enables the determination of outcomes and im-

pact-; and importantly; it helps document what has been learned and

expands the knowledge and experience base on which new development
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programs may draw.

3. Evaluation is more effective when it utilizet the knowledge and

experience of program designers, field staff, researchers, and ad-

ministrators) and identifies and serves their special needs.

There are eignificant differences in the needt and interests of

different individuals and_groupe in the evaluation of any program

or activity. To the extent that an evaluation design can identify

and respond to these needs, as well as those which deal with pro-

gram effects and impact, the more effective it will likely be.

4. Evaluation'idll be more effective when it explores in the ,build-

ing of a design or a plan for evaluation the critical issues and

(potential conflicts about goals such as the'agency's goals, the

community's goals, and the goals of spedial interests; when the .

implications of negative outcomes are explicitly examined; and when

a,substantiaI.consensueis established on such critical issues.

Develppment_programs-usually involve &wide array of _people,

groups, publi& and private- organizationsand agencies) and communi--

ties and political units. Title-V is an excellent example. Their

goals and objectives- as well as their reasons for participating in

a-development effort are likely to be incompatible and may be Con-

flicting. The genius in designing development programs is to

crease compatibility in goals and expectations and to-reduCe the

likelihood Of conflict., EvaluatiOnean-be an effective tool both

in-underttanding,potential conflicts and in-continuallyhuilding

in ways-of strengthening Consensus at points=where it is most

threatened-.

5. Evaluation is essentially an internal process. It is most effect.

tive when it is designed andmanaged by an agency to assess its

own program and activities, and when it has built-in safeguards to

protect the agency against its biases and its myopic view of real-

ity.

Evaluation, while it may be done-by an organization itself or

done by an outside- group, is essentially an internal process. The

greatest potential gains to an agency -are those relatedto-in-

creased knowledge and skill about whatit is trying to do.; For an

agency concerned with development, it_is the-knowledge and-skill

about how to design and implement development programs. External

observations, studies) and audits-have a significant role to play

in ,protecting an agency from its own biases: The-utes of such de-

vices are to-be encouraged,_but they should supplement and extend

rather than confuse the internal Management-of and-responsibility

for the evaluation process.

IS. -Evaluation is more-effective when it utilizes the knowledge and

competence of research and evaluation specialistsNin the design of

evaluatiVe studies and evaluative criteria.

As indicated above, effective evaluation equires-maximum use of

ideas, knowledge, and skills of the staff members of an agency.
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This may include special ,knowledge and competence in evaluation.

When it does not; such technical assistance should-be obtained

from other sources. Effectiveness is further enhanced when such

. "outside" specialists have a good understanding of the type of

prograin being evaluated.

7. Evaluation is more effective when all the types of people and

agencies participating in a program, or affected by it, are in-

volved in the attempt to determine and interpret outcomes and

impact, and what is'learned.

Involving people and agencies who participate in or who are

affected by programs in their evaluation assures a more accurate

and comprehensive view of what has been done. Such groups have

information and perspectives that are critically needed. Fail-

ure to involve them could lead to incomplete or erroneous inter-

pretations.

8. Evaluation and development programs themselves are more effective

when these conditions are met:

th.

a. Some careful realistic description and analysis of

context is made and carefully designed base lines

are established from which pctential changes can be

measured and interpreted.

b. Some simple ways of monitoring activities and pro-

viding useful feedback are determined and built-in.

c. Some significant criteria-and-measures of- effect

and impact are defined, and

d. When Lhe responsibility for evaluation is assigned

and understood.

The conaitions are a further specification of the guidelines stated

above and the discussion in the paper itself. Establi3hing these

conditions means that a design has been created and enhances the.

likelihood that it will be used.

9. Evaluation is more effective when the initial acceptance of a

workable plan is strengthened by competent, consistent implemen-

tation of the plan.

The real value of an evaluation plan comes into focus when it is

implemented with imagination and understanding, and the kinds of

data needed to make decisions are actually provided. Failure to

provide such data forwhatever reason - a poor plan or inadequate

implementation - threatens not only the evaluation effort but the

development program itself.

10. Evaluation is more effective when an attitude of non-defensiveness

and mutual trust is established in the design and implementation

of an evaluation plan.

UU6`4



58

Attitudes of- non - defensiveness and mutual trust are critical in

evaluation. When they exist, critical issues can be confronted

and reasonable solutions devised. When they do not, attempts at

evaluation become painful and are avoided. Developinent efforts

are impeded and learning frustrated. The choices are never easy.

These guidelinei are one way of summarizing a perspective on evalua-

tion. Based as they are on observations and reflections over a considera-

ble period- of time, they represent an attempt to Sort out what seems to

have worked. The probabilities are high that evaluation components of de-

velopment programs which meet these guidelines will be more effective.

V. 'SOME CRITICAL ELEMENTS IN THE EVALUATION OF TITLE V 'PROGRAMS

Title V has been interpreted as an attempt to assess the capability of

land-grant institutions to deliver research and extension ,assistance in 'de-.

velopment. This -idea is implicit in the pilot nature of the program. As

is so frequently the case, however, the major political decieions will have

been. made before even one year of the three-year pilot effort is completed.

Those who looked realistically at the time table were aware -of -this from

the outset. Funds became available December 4, 1973 and State Plans of

Work were due in Assistant Secretary Long's office February 4,'1974._ Some

Plans of Work sere approved before the due date. The last program to be

approved was dated June 27, 1974. M this writing, early consideration of

the '77 budget is underway and by February 1975 -will be well along in the

process. Its general form will have been-set and most major decisions, at

least at the departmental level, will aiready have been made. At best only

one year of a three-year pilot effort could be taken into account.

It is not in keeping with the facts of the situation then to design

the evaluation of Title V to influence political decisions on dontinuation

of the program. We are forced both to -a -more sOlid and basic justifica-

tion - -and that is to learn as-much as we Can from the attempt to deliver

development assistance through a. combined research and extension program.

We can sharpen our theories, concepts, practice; -and evaluation of develop-

ment. We have the opportunity -in some cakes to observe 'what' happens when ,

we involve other public and private institutions, including institutions of

higher education. To do this, of course, we must have good designs for

evaluation. It is these designs and the critical elements in them which

are of specific concern to us now.

The basic plan for -the evaluation of Title V -State Programs, jointly

developed by the Cooperative State Research Service and the Extension Ser-

vice, includes these four components:

1. A plan for evaluation is a built-in part of each State Plan of

Work [(Regulations 23.6(a)(6))1. Emphasis is placed on assess-

ing outcomes in relation to ob3ectives, the effectiveness of

extension and research program techniques, and the organizational

structure for planning and conducting programs. Appraisals by

community leaders in the areas in which programs are conducted

will provide significant data. The Cooperative State Research

Service and Extension Service will analyze these reports and-
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prepare summary statements.

2. The Cooperative State Research Service and Extension Service in

three aids - economic development, improvement of community

services and land-use - will work with the States in doing a more

intensive evaluation. Information from the State_ evaluation and

some additional information will be used to summarize,inputs and

outcomes-and prepare summaries and generalizations ab6ut effec-

tiveness and impact.

,3. Four states - Georgia, Kansas, Rhode Island-and Utah - one in each

of the four regions, have been selected_to do an-intensive docu-

mentation and evaluation of their programs. These studies will

identify chahges from a baseline and supplement facts and figures

with pictorial (audio-visual tape) documentation.

4. Using the three components above - the States! own evaluation,

the assessment by,typeof program, and the in-depth and film doc-

umentation- CSRS and ES will prepare a summary document -on the

overall impact of Title V pilot-programs. Partidular attention

will paid to-such factors as-cooperation between-Reteardh and

Extension, the` involvement of other institutions of higher educa-

tion, and the =strengthening of the system f6r delivering research

-and-development assistance. '

SomeCritical Elements

While it-might betoo much -to expect, one can still hope that Title V

evaluation plans will conform-in- significant respects to
the guidelines

outlined above in this paper. One could-hope-also_ that the basic-functions

of evaluation as described on-page 42 would-be met in wayswhichwvuld

strengthen the program, enable us to interpret outcomes and impact, and-to

-document what will have been learned.

If this is to happen, there are some specific elements or considera-

tions we will need to take into account. These are the major points around

which documentation should be planned. These are outlined below:.

1. Progress Toward Achieving the Objectives Stated in the Annual

Plans of Work.

a. Problems identified and addressed in the Plan of Work.

b. stated goals and objectiVes - changes in the-initial

statements of goals and objectives to -be documented,

including the reasons for modification or adding new

goals or establishing different goals.

c. Statement of the basic strategy to be employed in the

program - how are changes to be-brought about.

d. Establishment -of some baselines - a specification of

some _known starting points from which measurements and

judgements can be made.
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e. Inputs - a description of what was planned d what was

actnAlly done to achieve the objectives, b'ot those

identified in b above and those that are intermediate

in the means-end-hierarchy to achievement of the stated

goals and objectives.

Inputs would include:

(1) Planning - plans and specification of activities

to be conducted.

(2) Activities conducted, including educational,

informational and action programs and events.

(3)- Organizing and the strengthening of old organi-

zations, and creation of new ones.

(4) Processes initiated/strengthened - new patterns

in planning, problem-solving and decision-making.

(5)

(6)

(7)

Involvement of people"' organizations-1 agencieS,

potential users-of _research- findings or other

information, including creation. of new-mechaniams

for involvement:

leadership recruitment, development, training.

Technical -assistance _and consultatiort provided

or secured from other agencies.

(8)- Access gained/use of new-financial/technical

resources.
-,

f. Outcomes - what is achieved in relation to what was stated

in the goals and objectives.

(1) Statements of community/county/area problems and

writterrand- accepted -by significant groups/

citizens.

(3)

Developuent_alternatiVes defined and documented -and

feasibility determined. Development alternative se-

lected-. Plans made and implemented.

Problems solved or liorated. Changes frown_ :base-

line conditions.

- improvements in c ity services and facilities;

income and wealth; the local economy; use of re.f.

Sources - land, water -atc.;

- new patterns and, practices established - planning,

problem-solving mechanisms institutionalized;
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- policies changed and/or established in line with

program goals and objectives;

- new processes established - such as planning

being accepted and plans used in making decisions:

- new community involvement procedures established,

leaders recruited/trained.

- judgements of individuals, groups, agencies,

public officials, planners as to what.has been

accomplished and the value of the accomplishments

to the community.

(4) Alterations or adjustments in organizations or

institutions:

- in program or project efforts;

- in composition (make-up);

- in purpose;.

in-leadership;,

--in viability, the ability of the organization

and- the community to-solve their-own problems;

- inputs of organizations into solving-of community

problems;

- in relationships or linkages between and:among

organizations.

(5) Impact on people in the community - as judged by the

people of the community:

- on individuals;

- on local government;

- on relations between local government and the

citizens, of the community;

- on community sy4udats*- 8'db-systems;

- on minority groups or groups frequently left out -

blacks,_ Spanish-speaking, Indians, the aging,

women, youth, -etc.;

on relationships between the community and ad-

joining communities - effects on_emerging larger

communities, new linking/integrating mechanisms

established.
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2. Title V Regulations, Organizational Requirements

The usefulness and effectiveness of the Regulations and the organi-

zational requirements such as the State Plan of Work, the State

Rural Development Advisory Committee, the role of the Title V

coordinators. Major changes or modifications needed.

Involvement of Other Colleges and Universities

The kind and extent of involvement; the amount of Title V or other

funds spent to defray costs of such involvement, if appropriate;

the contribution of other institutions to defining and/or solving

community problems; the impact of such efforts on the community,

if such information is available at the:time.

4. InvolvnzmemealUnitsofGovernmentandReonalPranni
and Development Bodies -

The kind and extent of-their involvement; the relationships between

research and extension personnel and such units -of government; the

role of local and regional bodies in Title V efforts,

5. Relationships of Title V Efforts to Other Rural Development

Activities of USDA and Other Federal or State encies -

Title V program's utilization of resources and assistance from

other agencies;, other agency's utilization_of Title _V assistance.

6. Relationshi s Between Extension and Research- -

Identifying and/or addressing the problems oiSthe community fWays

in which they -have- worked, onwhat problems and with What eect?

New patterns of relationship/new procedures which look premising.

-These are critical elements. There are others, tut these seem to relate'

to -all of-the programs. Each state is to build its own evaluation design on-

its awn program taking into account these elements,

A FINAL WORD

The Rural Development Act of 1972 is potentially a great piece of legis-

lation. It provides a framework within which local people and local, state

and national agencies and governments can combine their efforts to both in-

crease in-community and larger system capacity to initiate and sustain develop-

ment and to facilitate social and economic aijustment. High frustration, be-

catmePintentions were not backed by resources, is and will continue to be a

significant part of the context in which we have to work. Sharpness in the

design of development programs and sharpness in the plans for evaluation will

help build knowledge and strengthen development practice. While what we learn

may not influence policy and legislation in the short term, it may do so in

the longer term and from a more solid base.

4-
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APPENDIX A

Summary of State Title V Program Approaches
Abstracted From Plans of Work for Fiscal Year 1974: Northeastern States

Approach or

State Substantive Area

Delaware "Grass roots" approach

Massachusetts

New Hampshire

New York

Pennsylvania
tt

Land-use control (transfer
of development rights)

Land use (information and
education re open space
and shore regions use and
policies)

Economic development (econ-
omic development strategy
including forming an econ-
omic developient zone)

EconOmic development (job
and income development with
emphasis on arts and crafts
as a business) and human
resource development
(training)

* * * * * * * * *

Geographic Area Duration

Start 1st year mith 3 years

one community,
add 3 from other 1,ypes

Rural-towns in four, 3 years

contiguous counties

lele,z.t one community 3 years

after initial work with
four representing dif-
ferent types

One co my

3 contiguous coun-
ties

One municipality
first year

State

C

Part of 1 county

Initially 3 counties

Connecticut Community services (pe'rsonal The 10 townships of a

health services) - planning region
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3 years

3 years

1 yesrfor
this part

3 years

3 years

3 years

-3 years



Approach or

State Substantive Area

West Virginia Community services (rur-

al fire protectiOn, rur-
al transportation, emer-
gency medical service)

Maine,

* * * * * * * * *

Rural housing

.
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Geographic Area Duration

1 yearFire protection- 1

county
Transport- 1 county
Medical services -
several counties

2 to 5 towns with-, 3 years

in 12-town area which
includes parts of 2

counties



APPENDIX B

WORKSHOP ON EVALUATING STATE TITLE V PILCT PROGRAMS

. IN THE NORTHEAST

October 29-31, 1974

ILR Conference Center at Cornell University

Ithaca, New York

Sponsored by Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development

AGENDA

Tuesday, October 29

9:00 a.m. Chairperson, Olaf F. Larson, Director, Northeast Regional

Center for Rural Development

Welcome - Noland J.,. VanDemark, Director, Cornell University

Agricultural\Experiment Station'and Chairman, NERCRD

Advisory Committee (Board of'Directors)

Introductions
,Local arrangements and workshop procedures

Chairperson, Lee M. Day, Director Detignate, NERdRD

Why Evaluation of the State Title V Pilot-Programs: An Overview

from Different Perspectives - Olaf F.-Larson

Discussion

Alternative Strategies for Specific Evaluation Purposes - J. Patrick

Madddn, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology,

Pennsylvania State University

Discussion

12:00 Lunch

2:00 EvaluationtNeeds Under Title V"oi the Rural Development Act of

1972 - Howard C. Tankersley, Extension Service, USDA

Assignment for work in small groups - Edward O. Moe, CSRS and Howard

. C. Tankersley, ES-

Small group sessions:, Discussion' leaders .

Edward O. Moe, Cooperative State Research Service, USDA

Helen Y. Nelson, College of Human, Ecology, Cornell Univerbity

Howard C. Tankersley, Extension Service, USDA

Joan S. Thomson, Pennsylvania State University
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Wednesday, October 30

9:00 a.m. Chairperson, Joan S. Thomson, Pennsylvania State University

Sharing session on small group discussions,

Critical Elements in an Evaluation Design for Title V - Edward O.

Moe, Cooperative State Research Service, USDA

Discussion followed by meetings in smaller groups with the

content and procedure subject to the needs expressed by the

workshop participants

Reconvene for general discussion with emphasis on how the North-

east Regional Center for Rural Development could facilitate

state evaluation efforts

Thursday, October 31

9:00 a.m. Chairperson,. Olaf F. Larson
4

Continuation of consultation, sharing, review, critique, and'

related activities as desired by workshop participants
-----

Presentation and discussion of evaluation plans of two states -

Maine and Pennsylvania

/7

12:00 Adjournment
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APPENDIX C

List of Workshop Participants

MASSACHUSETTSCONNECTICUT

George E. Whitham, Associate Director
Cooperative Extension Service
,UniVersity of Connecticut
Storrs, CT

DELAWARE

Daniel S. Kuennen, Area Agent,
Community Resource, Development
Kentend Sussex Counties
Cooperative, Extension Service
University of Delawere
Dover_-; DE

Robert L, Meinen
Sussex county office
CooperatiVe Extension Servide-
University of,Delaware
Georgetown, DE

MAINE

porest_M. French
Community Development Specialist
Department of Agricultural and

Resourte Economics
University of Maine
-Orono, ME

Renoir Melniker, Graduate Research Assistant
Improying-Rural Homes Project
University of-Maine
Orono, ME

MARYLAND

Keith J. Guerin
Extension agent.
Cooperative Extension Service
University of Maryland
Cambridge, MD

Aldo Matteucci
Lecturer
(Department of Agricultural and ResoUrce

-mics

University of Ma. .and

College Park, MD.
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John H. Noyes
Community Resource Program

Coordinator
Department of Forestry and Wildlife
Management

University orMassachusetts
Amherts, MA

Thomas F. Quink
Rural DeveloPment Extension

Specialist
Department of Forestry and Wildlife

Management
University of Massadhusetts
Amberts,__MA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Edmund F. Jansen, Jr.
Associate Professor of Resource

Economics
UniVersity of New Hampshire
Durham, NH

Silas B. Weeks
Extension Edonamist
Institute-Of Natural and Environ-
mental Resources

University of New-Hampshire
Durham, NH

NEW JERSEY

Merle Adams, Chairman
Department of Agricultural and
Resource Management Specialists

Cooperative Extension Service
Rutger, University
New Brunswick, l-NJ

Henry Byers
Department of Environmental

Resources
Rutgers University
New Brunswick, NJ



NEW JERSEY (Continued)

George H. Nieswand
Associate Professor of Environmen-

tal Systems Analysis
Department of Environmental

ResourceS
Rutgers University
New Brunswick, NJ

NEW YORK

Joan Egner, Associate Director

Cornell University Agricultural
Experiment Station

Ithaca, NY

Jane S. Gore
Clinton County Rural Development

Program Coordinator
Miner Center
Chazy, -NY

-Helen Y. Nelson
Irpfessor of Community Service

Education
Department of Community Service

Education
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY

Carolyn B. Russell,
County Coordinator
Clinton County Cooperative Extension

Plattsburgh, NY

Noland L. IanDemark, Director
Cornell-University Agricultural
Experiment Station
Ithaca, NY

Henry Wadsworth, Title V Coordinator
Associate Director, Cooperative

Extension
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY

PENNSYLVANIA

J. Patrick Madden
Professor of Agricultural Economics

Department of Agricultural Economics

and Rural Sociology
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA
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PENNSYLVANIA (Con't.)

Kenneth M. Martin
4

Community Development Specialist
PennaylvaniaState University
University Park, PA

Joan S. Thomson
Title V Project Leader .

Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA

Kenneth P. Wilkinbon
Associate Professor of Rural Sociology

Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA

RHODE ISLAND

Earl F. Patric, Associate Director

Agricultural Experiment Station
University of Rhode Island

Kingston, RI.

Eliot C. Roberts,-Chairman
Department of Plant and Soil Science

Rural Development Reseirch and-

Extension Ptoject Coordinator`
University of Rhode Island

Kingston, RI

VERMONT'

Ronald Bouffant
Government Liaison Specialist
Cooperative Extension Service

Montpelier, VT

' WEST VIRGINIA

Robert W. Miller
Program Leader - Social and

Economic Development
Appalachian Center

'West Virginia University
Morgantown, WV

Ernest J. Nesivs
Professor of Agricultural Economics

Division of Resource 'Management-

Title V Research Coordinator
West Virginia University
Morgantown, WV



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUITURE

Edward 0. Moe
Principal Sociologist and Coordinator,

Rural Development Programs
Cooperative State Research Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Washington, DC

Howard C. Tankersley
Program Leader - Rural Development

Extension Title V Coordinator

Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Washington, DC

Emily P. Wood
Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculturc

Washington, DC

NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL CENTER FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT

David L.'Rogers
Iowa State University of Science and

Technology
Ames, Iowa

NORTHEAST REGIONAL CENTER FOR/RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Lee Day, Director Designate

Leslie C. Hyde, Assistant to the Diiector

Olaf F. Larson, Director
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